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ABSTRACT 
 
 
Hollyene Celeste Turner: Predictors of Teachers’ Job Satisfaction in Urban Middle Schools 
(Under the direction of Frank Brown) 
 
 
This study assessed the influences of certain school, teacher, and student 
characteristics on middle school teachers’ job satisfaction in the four largest urban school 
systems in North Carolina. The focus was on the influence of school variables (student 
achievement on end-of-grade reading and math tests, school size, and teacher turnover rates); 
teacher variables (years of teaching experience, licensure status, educational level, and 
attendance patterns); and student variables (percent of minority and percent of economically 
disadvantaged students proficient in reading and math) on teachers’ job satisfaction. The 
main hypothesis was that school, teacher, and student variables influenced teachers’ job 
satisfaction. This research utilized Frederick Herzberg’s motivation-hygiene theory wherein 
the context and the content of a teacher’s job determines his or her job satisfaction. This 
theoretical framework guided the selection of the North Carolina Teacher Working 
Conditions Survey (2002) as the instrument to examine middle school teachers’ perceptions 
of their work environments: time to plan lessons and work with colleagues, principal 
leadership style, participation in professional development, condition of facilities and 
resources, meaningful inclusion in school decisions, and leadership’s acknowledgement of 
teacher’s decision-making skills. Based on Herzberg’s motivation-hygiene theory, the 
satisfaction of school employees provide information on the organizational effectiveness of 
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the middle schools. Middle school teachers were chosen as the population for this study 
because of the trend of lower middle school achievement on state end-of-grade tests in 
reading, writing, and math (North Carolina School Report Cards, 2002). Also, very few 
middle schools in the four school districts chosen for this study made Adequate Yearly 
Progress (AYP) in 2002-03. In reviewing the aggregate results of the North Carolina Teacher 
Working Conditions Survey (2002), a higher percentage of middle school teachers were less 
satisfied with several aspects of their working conditions: school leadership, time, and 
facilities.  
The literature presented explains the phenomena related to school teachers’ job 
satisfaction. For example, teacher job satisfaction literature suggests that urban secondary 
schools with predominantly minority and low income students are places where teachers’ job 
satisfaction seem to be the lowest (Markow, Moessner, & Horowitz, 2006; Li Feng, 2005; 
Ingersoll, 2003; Darling-Hammond, 2000).  
In this study, 46 middle schools with 2,900 teachers comprised the sample. Teachers’ 
answers to the 39 questions on the North Carolina Teacher Working Conditions Survey 
(2002) were analyzed in relation to variables believed to influence teachers’ job satisfaction. 
Those variables were: (1) school academic achievement in reading, (2) school academic 
achievement in math, (3) school size, (4) teacher turnover, (5) teacher attendance, (6) 
teacher’s year of teaching experience, (7) teacher’s educational level, (8) teacher’s licensure 
status, (9) percent of minority students proficient in reading and math, and (10) percent of 
economically disadvantaged students proficient in reading and math. The Pearson r 
correlation statistic was used to analyze independent variables and their influence on 
teachers’ job satisfaction. The dependent variable, job satisfaction, was derived from the 
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mean scores of teachers’ answers to the 39 questions on the survey. The correlation 
coefficients depicted that a relationship existed between independent and dependent 
variables.  
The results of these analyses led the author to accept seven and reject three of the null 
hypotheses outlined; thus, determining that only three of the independent variables were 
significantly correlated to teacher’s levels of job satisfaction. Specifically, the findings 
suggested no statistically significant relationship existed between job satisfaction and school 
size, teacher turnover, teacher’s attendance, years of teaching experience, educational level, 
licensure status, and the percent of minority students proficient in math and reading. 
However, a statistically significant relationship between job satisfaction and school academic 
achievement in math and reading as well as the percent of economically disadvantaged 
students proficient in both math and reading was found. 
This research highlighted the impact of teacher’s job satisfaction indicated by an 
analysis of school, teacher and student characteristics on students’ academic achievement on 
middle school end-of-grade tests in reading and math. Similarly, patterns of organizational 
behavior (subunit size, group cohesion and human interaction within the school organization, 
level of communication, work system interdependence among teachers, and absenteeism) 
were reviewed to examine the relationships between teachers’ job satisfaction and the above 
characteristics. 
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Chapter 1: Introduction 
 
Background to the Problem 
North Carolina educators consider job satisfaction “a key cause of our teacher 
shortage” (The News & Observer, 2003). A recent survey of nearly 42,000 North Carolina 
school teachers reported dissatisfaction with working conditions in their schools. Results 
show teachers to be least satisfied with the time allotted them for planning instruction, 
working with colleagues, or completing professional development activities. Also teachers 
are more dissatisfied with “every aspect of the school environment” than their non-teaching 
peers-- namely, school administrators, counselors, and other school support staff (Teacher 
Working Conditions Initiative, May, 2002).  
The 2006 MetLife Survey of the American Teacher examined the factors contributing 
to teachers’ job satisfaction and attributed teachers’ job satisfaction as one of several factors 
in whether or not a teacher chooses to stay or leave the profession. This nationally 
representative sample of 1,001 public school teachers in grades K-12 revealed that teachers’ 
satisfaction with their jobs and overall career choices is a key ingredient to keeping quality, 
motivated individuals in the teaching profession. 
The North Carolina survey of 42,000 teachers did not delineate regions of the state or 
school districts’ type (suburban, urban, or rural) where teachers were most dissatisfied. But it 
did indicate that secondary teachers were more dissatisfied than elementary teachers with 
their working conditions. Similarly, the MetLife survey of 1,001 teachers, 500 principals, and  
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200 deans of education departments revealed that “teacher shortages are expected to be 
greatest in [urban] secondary schools with predominantly low income and minority students” 
(Markow, Moessner, & Horowitz, 2006, p. 8). 
Several other factors may contribute to teachers’ level of job satisfaction: school 
culture; school size; communication with school leaders, parents, and colleagues; teacher’s 
attendance; equipment and facilities; student behavior and abilities; professional treatment 
and professional development (Bridges & Hallinan, 1980; Darling-Hammond, Holtzman, 
Gatlin, & Heilig, 2005; Ferris, Bergin, & Wayne, 1988; Indik, 1965; Katzenmeyer & Moller, 
2001; Lawler & Porter, 1967; Ostroff, 1992; Perie & Whitener, 1997; Shaw, 1981; 
Silberman, 2003; Smith, 1973; Stolp, 1994). Approximately 50 percent of all teachers leave 
the profession in their first five years of teaching (Darling-Hammond, 2000; Ingersoll, 2003; 
Sclan, 1993; Theobold & Michael, 2001). Therefore, examining factors that contribute to job 
satisfaction may help to decrease the likelihood of teachers leaving the profession. We should 
examine teacher, school, and student characteristics on job satisfaction to prepare and support 
teachers in their journey through their teaching careers. This study focuses on middle school 
teachers in the largest urban school districts in the state of North Carolina. Additionally, this 
study seeks to determine the influence of teacher, school, and student characteristics on 
teachers’ job satisfaction. 
This study sought to apply the findings of the North Carolina and the MetLife studies 
to a particular region of North Carolina – namely four large urban school districts: Charlotte-
Mecklenburg, Wake, Guilford and Cumberland – to address teachers’ job satisfaction that 
may affect the teacher shortage in North Carolina (Silberman, 2003). Furthermore, despite 
the breadth of the two surveys discussed, neither addressed teacher attendance patterns, and 
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minimally addressed teacher’s attitudes toward school academic performance, both of which 
are also believed to be critical indicators of job satisfaction. Therefore, further study and 
appraisal of teachers’ job satisfaction and its linkage to certain teacher, school, and student 
characteristics including teacher attendance patterns and school academic performance 
appear likely to broaden our understanding of job satisfaction among teachers. 
The Problem 
This research focuses on job dissatisfaction among middle school teachers as a cause 
of the teacher shortage in North Carolina. Moreover, teacher job satisfaction literature 
suggests that urban secondary schools with predominantly minority and low income students 
are places where teachers’ job satisfaction seems to be the lowest (Darling-Hammond, 2000; 
Ingersoll, 2003; Li Feng, 2005; Markow, Moessner, & Horowitz, 2006). This study seeks to 
determine whether a significant relationship exists between teacher’s job satisfaction and 
teacher characteristics (educational level, licensure status, attendance patterns, and years of 
teaching experience); school characteristics (teacher turnover rates, school size, test scores on 
end-of-grade reading and math tests); and student characteristics (percent of minority 
students achieving proficiency on state end-of-grade reading and math tests and percent of 
disadvantaged students achieving proficiency on state end-of-grade reading and math tests). 
In the 2006 MetLife Teacher Satisfaction Survey, teachers in urban school districts 
were less satisfied when placed in schools where low-income students were in the majority; 
and teachers in schools where the majority of students were minorities also received less 
satisfaction from their work. These findings led to a belief that additional research into the 
job satisfaction feelings of secondary teachers in urban school districts was warranted. The 
middle school years represent major transitions for students leaving elementary school at the 
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sixth grade and entering high school at the eighth grade. The middle school years also 
represent the peaks or valleys in student performance on North Carolina state mandated end-
of-grade reading and math tests and can be considered high pressure years for middle school 
teachers. Research in the specific area of middle school teachers’ sense of job satisfaction 
and the factors that contribute to it is critical in highlighting recruitment and retention 
strategies needed to maintain a high quality, motivated teaching force in middle schools.  
The federal No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 (NCLB) provides the impetus for 
further research and investigation into recruitment and retention strategies that school 
districts may use to obtain and retain high quality teachers in every classroom. Another goal 
of NCLB spotlights the fact that all educators must focus on efforts to reach all ethnic and 
ability-level student groups and not just the majority or economically advantaged students. 
This is the “adequate yearly progress of students” part of the legislation which stipulates that 
by the end of the 2013-14 school year, all public school children will be performing at or 
above grade level in reading and math (NC Department of Public Instruction, 
www.ncpublicschools.org). Towards this end, the No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 has 
shed light on the teacher shortage issue across the United States by stipulating that all 
teachers of core academic subjects be deemed highly qualified by the end of the 2005-06 
school year (NC Department of Public Instruction, www.ncpublicschools.org). A highly 
qualified teacher, by federal definition, is one who is fully licensed by the state; holds at least 
a bachelor’s degree from a four-year institution; and demonstrates competence in each core 
academic subject area he or she teaches. These two points – a highly qualified teacher in 
every classroom and adequate yearly progress of students – of this study supports the 
urgency of school leaders and education policy makers to continue efforts in developing 
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policies and procedures and providing resources that address teachers’ working conditions 
needed to improve teachers’ job satisfaction.  
While job satisfaction and teacher, school, and student characteristics can all be 
related independently, this research seeks to determine the influence of these characteristics 
on middle school teachers’ job satisfaction in four large urban school districts in North 
Carolina. Specifically, middle school teacher’s responses to the 2002 North Carolina Teacher 
Working Conditions Survey were analyzed in relation to 10 variables believed to influence 
teacher’s job satisfaction. Middle school teachers were chosen as the population for this 
study because of the trend of lower middle school achievement on state end-of-grade tests in 
reading, writing, and math (North Carolina School Report Cards, 2002). Also, very few 
middle schools in the four school districts chosen for this study made Adequate Yearly 
Progress (AYP) in 2002-03. (See Appendix VI for overall reading and math achievement 
scores on state end-of-grade tests for middle schools in the four school districts). Lastly, in 
reviewing the aggregate results of the 2002 North Carolina Teacher Working Conditions 
Survey, a higher percentage of middle school teachers were less satisfied with several aspects 
of their working conditions: school leadership, time, and facilities.  
With 2,900 middle school teachers from 46 middle schools serving as subjects, the 
study sought to determine whether a significant relationship exists between teacher’s job 
satisfaction and school characteristics (teacher turnover rates, school size, test scores on end-
of-grade reading and math tests); teacher characteristics (educational level, licensure status, 
attendance patterns, and years of teaching experience); and student characteristics (percent of 
minority students and percent of disadvantaged students). 
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The Study 
In this study, three factors served to determine what variables might influence 
teacher’s job satisfaction: (1) school characteristics, (2) teacher characteristics, and (3) 
student characteristics. The overall hypothesis is that teacher characteristics, student 
characteristics, and school characteristics would influence teachers’ job satisfaction. The 
diagram below illustrates this point.  
 
 
 
School Characteristics 
Academic Achievement 
School Size 
Teacher Turnover 
 
 
 
Teacher Characteristics 
Attendance           Job Satisfaction 
Years of Teaching Experience 
Educational Levels 
Licensure Status 
 
 
 
Student Characteristics 
Percent Minority 
Percent Disadvantaged 
 
 
Figure 1. Job Satisfaction Variables 
 
The specific question this study attempts to answer is whether or not teachers’ job 
satisfaction is influenced by: 
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School Characteristics: 
(1) student academic achievement in reading – (the higher the level of student 
achievement on end-of-grade reading tests, the higher the level of job 
satisfaction); 
(2) student academic achievement in math – (the higher the level of student 
achievement on end-of-grade math tests, the higher the level of job 
satisfaction); 
(3) school size – (the smaller the school size, the higher the level of teacher job 
satisfaction); 
(4) teacher turnover rates – (the lower the rate of teacher turnover, the higher the 
level of job satisfaction); 
 
Teacher Characteristics: 
 
(5) teacher’s attendance – (the fewer sick leave days used, the higher the level of 
job satisfaction); 
(6) teacher’s years of teaching experience – (the more years of experience, the 
higher the level of job satisfaction); 
(7) teacher’s educational level – (the higher the percentage of teachers with 
advanced degrees, the higher the level of job satisfaction); 
(8) teacher’s licensure status – (the higher the percentage of fully licensed 
teachers, the higher the level of job satisfaction); 
 
Student Characteristics: 
 
(9) the percentage of minority students – (the lower the percentage of minority 
students proficient in math and reading, the lower the job satisfaction); 
(10) the percentage of economically disadvantaged students – (the lower the 
percentage of minority students proficient in math and reading, the lower the 
job satisfaction). 
 
School characteristics comprised middle school student academic achievement on 
end-of-grade math and reading tests; the size of the school in terms of number of students 
enrolled in each school; and the teacher turnover rate for each middle school. For each school 
characteristic, it was expected that the higher the academic achievement of students on end-
of-grade math and reading tests, the higher the level of teacher job satisfaction. Likewise, the 
smaller the school size, the higher the level of teacher job satisfaction. And, the lower the 
rate of teacher turnover in the school, the higher the level of teacher job satisfaction. 
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Teacher characteristics included middle school teacher’s attendance records with 
number of sick leave days serving as a measure of teacher attendance; teacher’s years of 
teaching experience from zero years of experience to 10 or more years of experience; 
teacher’s educational levels depicted by the percentage of teachers with advanced degrees; 
and teacher’s licensure status determined by the percentage of teachers who were fully 
licensed. For each teacher characteristic, it was expected that fewer sick leave days used 
would indicate a higher level of job satisfaction; teachers with five or more years of 
experience would indicate a higher level of job satisfaction; a high percentage of teachers 
with advanced degrees would yield a higher level of job satisfaction; and a higher percentage 
of fully licensed teachers would yield a higher level of job satisfaction. 
Student characteristics comprised the percent of minority students passing end-of-
grade tests in reading and math and the percent of economically disadvantaged students 
(determined by the percentage of students receiving free and reduced-price lunches), in each 
middle school. For each student characteristic, it was expected that low percentages of 
minority students and low percentages of economically disadvantaged students passing end-
of-grade tests in reading and math would indicate low levels of job satisfaction among 
teachers in those schools. 
The expectations described above are in line with other research findings (Bridges 
and Hallinan, 1978; Ostroff, 1992) that reported that teacher collegiality and smaller subunit 
sizes within an organization or smaller teams of students and teachers would affect 
communication among teachers as well as teacher’s sense of “belongingness;” and would 
therefore, positively influence teacher’s job satisfaction and student achievement. With these 
assumptions school organizational behaviors may be analyzed to assess organizational 
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structures likely to influence teachers’ job satisfaction. Through analyzing the relationships 
of these variables to job satisfaction, it was expected to determine why teachers in some 
schools experienced more job satisfaction than others. For example, the study sought to 
determine whether schools where high percentages of teachers with advanced degrees or 
teachers with five or more years of experience were more satisfied with their jobs than 
teachers in schools with low percentages of teachers with advanced degrees or fewer than 
three years of experience. 
The theoretical assumptions upon which this research is based come from the work of 
organizational theorist Frederick Herzberg (1957; 1976) who discusses motivation theory as 
founded on basic human needs. He believed satisfaction of the needs of workers motivates 
them to improve production. Meeting their needs would motivate workers to be satisfied or 
not satisfied with their work environments. Herzberg differs from Abraham Maslow’s (1943) 
theory where there is a hierarchy of basic human needs wherein one level of needs in the 
hierarchy must be satisfied before other levels of needs can be satisfied. Herzberg’s theory 
stipulates that multiple factors that are both intrinsic and extrinsic, contribute to human 
satisfaction attitudes simultaneously.  
Maslow’s (1943) theory of motivation included five basic needs individuals are 
motivated to achieve. These needs are hierarchical in nature and are related to each other in 
that as one level of need is achieved the next need in the hierarchy comes to the forefront and 
occupies an individual’s consciousness until it is fulfilled. Maslow also believed that when 
one need was satisfied, it no longer served as the basis for an individual’s behavior. 
Maslow’s theory included physiological, safety, love, esteem, and self-actualization needs. 
Herzberg’s (1976) theory of human motivation maintains that the biological and 
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psychological needs of humans are parallel systems and the five basic needs Maslow 
described are not hierarchical and do not assume importance over one another as each is 
fulfilled. Herzberg’s (1976) need factors that produce job satisfaction (and motivation) are 
separate from the factors that produce job dissatisfaction. Herzberg’s (1976) basic needs are 
categorized as growth or motivator factors intrinsic to the job (achievement, recognition for 
achievement, the work itself, responsibility, and advancement) and dissatisfaction-avoidance 
or hygiene factors that are extrinsic to the job (company policy and administration, 
supervision, interpersonal relationships, working conditions, salary, status, and security) (p. 
58). 
Ostroff (1992) applied similar assumptions to her research on the relationship 
between satisfaction attitudes and performance at the organizational-level of analysis. In her 
research, Ostroff (1992) postulated that “a study of [the] satisfaction-performance 
[relationship] at the organizational level would show that organizations that have more 
satisfied employees are more productive and profitable than organizations whose employees 
are less satisfied” (p. 963). Ostroff (1992) further stipulated that organizational effectiveness 
measures generally “reflect the combination and interaction of the salient organizational 
behaviors that promote organizational performance” (p. 964). This can be interpreted to mean 
that in effective organizations, the interaction of the content and context (Herzberg, 1976; 
Henry, 1995) of the job for satisfied employees motivates these employees to perform their 
jobs in such a way as to increase the performance of the organization. This study concluded 
that broadening the analysis of “performance” to the organizational level rather than keeping 
it narrowly focused on the individual worker would provide a better fit for this research. 
Essentially, this research presumes that satisfaction and teacher, school and student 
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characteristics are determinants of organizational performance. Ostroff (1992) captures the 
linkage between what motivates employees and job satisfaction:  
[E]mployees who are satisfied, committed, and well adjusted will be more 
willing to work toward organizational objectives and give their services 
wholeheartedly to the organization, hence promoting organizational effective-
ness, than dissatisfied employees, who will be more likely to satisfy minimum 
expectations of required behavior, perform at less than their potential, and 
engage in disruptive behaviors that would lower organizational productivity and 
effectiveness (p. 965). 
 
This research believes Herzberg’s motivation theory to be more applicable to the 
plight of teachers’ job satisfaction in urban middle schools. There is less historical research 
on the factors that contribute to urban middle school teacher’s sense of job satisfaction. 
Therefore, this study explores these dimensions of job satisfaction in order to add to the 
literature that highlights factors that influence teacher’s levels of job satisfaction and 
motivated teachers to remain in the teaching profession.  
Significance of this Research 
In light of the federal No Child Left Behind policy requiring school districts to 
employ highly qualified teachers in every classroom as well as for these highly qualified 
teachers to aide in the development of all children, regardless of socio-economic status and 
race or ethnicity, to perform at or above grade level in reading and math, the present research 
study is significant. This policy helps to expand the information being collected on schools in 
North Carolina to assess the beliefs of teachers with regard to their working conditions and 
levels of job satisfaction. 
This study examined specific school, teacher, and student characteristics proposed to 
influence teacher’s job satisfaction. In relation to the current education agenda in North 
Carolina that requires adherence to standards and promotes high stakes testing as well as 
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federal legislation mandates, maintaining qualified and satisfied teachers in the workforce is 
critical. Furthermore, in relation to teacher attrition, factors said to influence high levels of 
teacher turnover: teacher absenteeism, educational levels, and years of experience, have 
increased monetary costs to school systems in recent years in terms of continuous teacher 
recruitment efforts to replace teachers has increased in the need for school systems to hire 
substitute teachers for longer periods (Norton, 1998). Determining if a significant 
relationship exists between job satisfaction and certain school, teacher, and student 
characteristics may provide answers to policy makers regarding how to maintain a qualified 
teaching force able and motivated to improve student achievement. Likewise, determining if 
a significant relationship exists between job satisfaction and certain school, teacher, and 
student characteristics serves as another way to analyze school organizational structures and 
ascertain if these structures are likely to promote teachers’ job satisfaction. The results 
revealed in this study may also be used to analyze student academic achievement in urban 
middle schools with high percentages of minorities and economically disadvantaged 
students.  
This study supports the initiatives designed to close the achievement gap, advanced 
by the No Child Left Behind legislation and the North Carolina Accountability legislation. 
Similarly, if a significant relationship between job satisfaction and certain school, teacher, 
and student characteristics exists, due to students who are unable to make adequate yearly 
progress (as defined by the North Carolina Accountability Model), then school districts may 
have to restructure school operating procedures to better motivate teachers and create a 
positive change in teacher satisfaction attitudes toward their work (Womble, 2001). 
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Teacher job satisfaction and teacher absenteeism are factors considered to affect 
student achievement. The lack of adequate job satisfaction among teachers may negatively 
affect their retention. Ostroff (1992) suggests that “organizations that have more satisfied 
employees are more productive and profitable than organizations whose employees are less 
satisfied” (p. 963). Further study of these variables thought to affect teacher job satisfaction 
and their linkage to student’s achievement is needed to identify the school organizational 
structures necessary to aid in keeping teachers in the profession. Isolating these factors at the 
school level that appear to affect “student achievement” is also critical.  
In reference to the quality of student learning, one may reasonably assume that when 
a regular classroom teacher is absent, the chances of discontinuity and lack of quality 
instruction increases. The breaks in continuity in students’ regular instruction contribute to 
lower achievement and higher costs associated with remedial education programs (Scott & 
Wimbush, 1991).  
This research highlights the impact of teacher’s job satisfaction indicated by an 
analysis of school, teacher and student characteristics on students’ academic achievement on 
middle school end-of-grade tests in reading and math. Similarly, patterns of organizational 
behavior (subunit size, group cohesion and human interaction within the school organization, 
level of communication, work system interdependence among teachers, and absenteeism) 
have been reviewed to examine whether a significant relationship exists between teacher job 
satisfaction and the above factors or characteristics. 
Research Limitations 
Teacher’s job satisfaction with their working conditions collected by the 2002 North 
Carolina Teacher Working Conditions Survey was limited to analyzing the responses of 
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middle school teachers in four urban school districts – Charlotte-Mecklenburg, Wake, 
Guilford, and Cumberland – and was limited to analyzing the responses of middle school 
teachers in only those middle schools that participated in completing the survey. Therefore, 
there was no way to insure that teachers’ responses reflect the opinions of the entire urban 
middle school teacher population in North Carolina. Consequently, the results of these 
analyses might not be generalizable to all urban middle school teachers in North Carolina, 
but may offer insights into the needs of these teachers. Other limitations of this research 
include the fact that the author did not pursue investigation into why some urban middle 
school teachers chose to participate in the survey and others did not. 
The North Carolina Teacher Working Conditions Survey (2002) – a 39 item, Likert 
scale survey – collected 42,000 responses from elementary, middle, and high school teachers 
across the state. The results reported from this survey did not delineate regions of the state or 
school types (suburban, urban, or rural). This limitation was addressed by singling out urban 
middle school teachers as the focus of analysis. 
The literature on teacher job satisfaction offers evidence that certain teacher, school, 
and student characteristics may influence teacher’s job satisfaction. But there is no certainty 
that these characteristics when analyzed individually account for the totality of teacher’s job 
satisfaction. Therefore, this study is limited in its ability to measure with certainty the 
individual characteristics that tend to influence teacher’s job satisfaction. 
Definition of Terms 
Some of the terms used in this study explain the independent variables categorized by 
school, teacher, and student characteristics. Other terms used explain the dependent variable 
– job satisfaction. These terms are defined below. 
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Dependent Variable – Job Satisfaction 
Several definitions of job satisfaction surfaced during the research of this topic. Those 
definitions include “the affective orientation of the individual toward the work role he is 
occupying;” “the attitude of workers toward the company, their job, their fellow workers and 
other psychological objects in the work environment” (Carroll, 1973); “the favorable 
viewpoint of the adequacy of the rewards given by employers for the completion of a task” 
(Smith, 1973). Another definition of job satisfaction explains job satisfaction as “an affective 
reaction to an individual’s work situation” or “an overall feeling about one’s job or career” as 
it relates to specific facets of the job or career like compensation, autonomy, coworkers, etc. 
(Perie, Baker, & Whitener, 1997). 
All of these definitions are applicable to teachers and their attitudes toward their 
working conditions and work environment. These definitions helped the author determine 
what characteristics of teachers, students, and school environments to look for and how best 
to explain their influence on teachers’ levels of job satisfaction as reported on the North 
Carolina Teacher Working Conditions Survey (2002). 
Related to job satisfaction is the place or region where teacher’s level of job 
satisfaction is being investigated, in urban middle school. For the purpose of this discussion, 
an urban school district is generally a school district whose schools have a student population 
that is disproportionately poor, minority, and in need of special services (Slowinski, 2002). 
Urban schools are also considered big city schools that suffer with overcrowding with 
students who are either disadvantaged or members of minority groups (Schwartz, 1996).  
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Independent Variables – School Characteristics 
Student Achievement on end-of-grade reading and math tests – The North Carolina 
ABCs Accountability testing program requires students in grades 3 through 8 to complete 
annual state end-of-grade tests in reading and math. Students taking these tests are required 
to meet statewide standards for promotion in grades 3, 5, and 8. These standards are 
considered gateways designed to ensure that students are working at grade level before being 
promoted to the next grade. Under this testing program, achievement levels range from level 
I to level IV. Students who perform at achievement level I are considered below grade level, 
possessing insufficient mastery of subject matter skills and competencies and not prepared 
for the next grade level. Students who perform at achievement level II are also considered 
below grade level, possessing inconsistent mastery of subject matter skills and competencies 
and minimally prepared to for the next grade level. Students who perform at achievement 
level III are considered to be at grade level, to demonstrate mastery of grade level subject 
matter, and to be prepared for the next grade level. Lastly, students who perform at 
achievement level IV are considered to be well above grade level and performing at a level 
clearly beyond that which is required to be proficient on grade level work. Also, under this 
testing program, schools with at least 95% of their students performing at achievement level 
III or above received various status labels from the state for the levels of expected academic 
growth students made in their middle schools. The low-performing status label applies to 
middle schools where less than 50% of its students are performing at or above achievement 
level III on end-of-grade reading and math tests and the schools did not make expected 
growth.  
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Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) in middle schools as outlined in the No Child Left 
Behind Act measures the yearly progress of different groups of students at the school, 
district, and state levels against a yearly target in reading and math. These targets comprise 
proficiency and participation targets. In order for middle schools to make AYP, each student 
group in the tested grades must meet a 95% participation rate in both reading and math end-
of-grade tests as well as proficiency or above grade level on both reading and math end-of-
grade tests. AYP proficiency targets middle schools in North Carolina had to meet were 
76.7% and 65.8% respectively.  
School Size – Ingersoll (1999) defines school size as the student enrollment of a 
school (p. 14) and is congruent with the definition cited on the NC Public Schools Report 
Cards on www.ncpublicschools.org. The range of middle school sizes in this study was 
approximately 200 to 1300 students delineating small versus large versus extremely large 
middle schools.  
Teacher Turnover – Ingersoll (2003) defines teacher turnover as those teachers who 
move to teaching jobs in other schools and those teachers who leave the teaching profession 
altogether (p. 147). For the purposes of this study, teacher turnover is used to describe the 
percentage rate at which teachers move from school to school within a North Carolina school 
district; from one North Carolina school district to another North Carolina school district; 
from a North Carolina school district to another school district out of state; and from the 
teaching profession altogether from the beginning of one school year to the beginning of the 
next school year. 
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Independent Variables – Teacher Characteristics 
Teacher Attendance – is defined as the number of sick leave days used by middle 
school teachers in each middle school.  Teacher attendance in this study is represented by 
teachers’ total number of sick-leave days used in one school and is used synonymously with 
the term absenteeism – days absent from work.  
Teacher’s Years of Teaching Experience – is defined as the range of teacher’s years 
of experience from zero to 10 or more years.  
Teacher’s Educational Levels – is defined as the percentage of teachers with 
advanced degrees in each middle school.  
Teachers Licensure Status – is defined as the percentage of classroom teachers with 
clear initial or clear continuing licenses (NC Public Schools Report Cards on 
www.ncpublicschools.org). 
Independent Variables – Student Characteristics 
Percent Minority – is defined as the percentage of minority students in each middle 
school with passing scores on state end-of-grade reading and math tests. A high percentage 
rate was considered to be a rate higher than 30 percent.  
Percent Economically Disadvantaged – the standard definition for identifying 
disadvantaged students is the percentage of students receiving the federal free and reduced-
priced lunches while at school (Ingersoll, 1999; NC Public Schools Report Cards on 
www.ncpublicschools.org). In this study, percent economically disadvantaged refers to those 
middle school students who are receiving free and reduced-priced lunches who also achieved 
passing scores on state end-of-grade reading and math tests. 
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Related Terms 
Other significant terms found in the literature that help clarify the types of work 
environments that can contribute to teacher’s levels of job satisfaction include the following: 
Organizational Effectiveness refers to the combination and interaction of specific 
behavior characteristics that promote organizational performance. As defined by Ostroff 
(1992) organizational effectiveness is the sum of workers’ “attachment behaviors–attending 
to and staying in the organization; performance behaviors–accomplishing job-related tasks 
and activities comprising the employee’s formal organizational role; and citizenship or 
prosocial behaviors–cooperation and collaborative efforts” with co-workers (p. 964).  
Subunit Size, as defined by Bridges and Hallinan (1978), refers to “the scale of 
operations for any grouping of the members of an organization that systematically excludes 
part of the membership of that organization” (p. 25). In other words, subunit size can be 
likened to the size of teams of teachers on a hall responsible for a specific group of children 
or the size of a group of teachers assigned by subject matter to a specific department. Work 
system interdependence, as defined by Bridges and Hallinan (1978), refers to “the extent to 
which the organization’s primary function is arranged and carried out jointly or 
collaboratively by employees” (p. 25).  
Work System Interdependence – In schools, high work system interdependence 
would imply that one teacher’s activities are partially contingent upon the activities of other 
teachers and would indicate higher rates of interactions among teachers in similar work 
groups or subunits.  
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Group Cohesion can be defined as shared values and job expectations (Watson, 1981, 
p. 386) combined, as Bridges and Hallinan (1978) observed, with the attainment of social 
rewards from peer group relations.  
Theoretical Framework 
The theoretical framework for this study is based on Frederick Herzberg’s (1976, 
1957) job attitudes and employee motivation model. Herzberg’s (1976, 1957) motivation 
theory is founded on basic human needs and extends the tenets of Abraham Maslow’s (1943) 
theory of motivation. Herzberg’s motivation theory delineates the difference between 
extrinsic and intrinsic factors that motivate and produce job satisfaction in employees 
(Herzberg, 1976). The extrinsic factors were labeled as dissatisfaction-avoidance or hygiene 
factors and included organizational administration, supervision, working conditions, 
interpersonal relationships, salary, and status. The intrinsic factors were labeled as growth or 
motivator factors and included achievement, recognition, work tasks, responsibility, and 
advancement (p. 58). Paul Smith (1973) describes Herzberg’s theory as promoting two 
distinct sets of incentives that motivate a worker’s behavior, performance and satisfaction 
and focuses on “the distinction between the task – the nature of the job and the environment, 
the conditions surrounding the job, and what you get paid for doing it” (p. 30). The extrinsic 
hygienic factors correspond with the bottom of Maslow’s hierarchy of human needs where 
physiological and safety needs rest. The intrinsic motivational factors correspond with the 
upper level of Maslow’s hierarchy of human needs where belongingness, self-esteem, and 
self-actualization reside (Herzberg, 1976; Smith, 1973). 
Though Herzberg’s motivation-hygiene theory is itself a derivative of Maslow’s 
hierarchy of needs, it is considered more widely applicable in “white collar” fields of work 
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such as engineering and accounting, from where Herzberg’s original examination and 
resulting motivation-hygiene theory were drawn (Herzberg, 1976); and teaching (Smith, 
1973). 
Another area of research that provided a basis for the author’s choice of independent 
variables is organizational-level analysis of the relationship between satisfaction, attitudes, 
and performance (Ostroff, 1992). An organizational level analysis of the relationship 
between employee job satisfaction and employee performance is suggested to reveal that 
organizations that have more satisfied employees are more productive and profitable than 
organizations whose employees are less satisfied” (p. 963). She also proposed that an 
organizational level analysis of the relationship between employee job satisfaction and 
employee performance would generally “reflect the combination and interaction of the 
salient organizational behaviors that promote organizational performance” (p. 964) more than 
an analysis of the employee’s behaviors solely. In translation, the author of the present study 
decided an organizational level analysis of teacher’s job satisfaction attitudes would mean 
analyzing the school, teacher, and student factors that could influence their job satisfaction 
attitudes (illustrated in the diagram on page 6), rather than looking at individual teacher 
behaviors and characteristics solely. 
Research Assumptions 
Regardless of the grade level and the subject matter, school teachers typically work in 
isolation. This study assumed that teachers working in isolation (that is, with low incidences 
of work system interdependence and group cohesion) generate lower rates of job satisfaction, 
have lower rates of attendance, and experience lower rates of student achievement. The 
author also assumed that teachers organized by departmental subject matter and frequently 
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engage in collaborative and interactive activities with colleagues experience higher rates of 
job satisfaction, produce higher rates of attendance, and generate higher rates of student 
achievement. It was assumed, as well, that a survey measuring teachers’ perceptions of the 
effectiveness of their school organizational structure and job satisfaction would reveal which 
category of work system interdependence and subunit they belong to as well as the level of 
their job satisfaction. Lastly, in order to test the hypothesis regarding the relationship 
between student achievement and school performance, the author used bivariate correlations 
to measure and compare employee satisfaction attitudes with school, teacher, and student 
characteristics. With these analyses, the author assumed she would find for example, the 
higher the percentage of economically disadvantaged students within a middle school, the 
lower the levels of teacher’s job satisfaction or the higher percentage of teachers with 
advanced degrees, the higher levels of teacher’s job satisfaction. 
While the North Carolina Teacher Working Conditions Survey (2002) took 
information from 42,000 teachers across the state of North Carolina, 2,900 of those teachers 
who are middle school teachers in the four largest urban school districts in North Carolina 
who completed the same survey serve as subjects of this study. The analyses of their survey 
responses should provide valid information about which school, teacher, and student 
characteristics significantly influence teachers’ job satisfaction in urban schools. Also, the 
results should provide insight into what structures may influence teacher to remain in the 
teaching profession. 
Reliability tests on the North Carolina Teacher Working Conditions Survey (2002) 
items revealed a strong relationship between the survey items and the construct job 
satisfaction. Specifically, all the survey items had high loadings within job satisfaction 
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factors and were considered true manifestations of job satisfaction (Suen, 1990, p.150). In 
turn, these strong statistics supported the belief that this survey instrument would reliably 
measure teacher’s job satisfaction in this study. 
Motivation and Job Satisfaction 
As for the motivation-hygiene factors identified in Herzberg’s (1976) theory, the 
study likened certain school, teacher, and student characteristics as fitting into the extrinsic 
factor part of Herzberg’s theory and potentially influencing teacher’s levels of job 
satisfaction. For example, teacher characteristics in this study included teacher’s years of 
experience, teacher’s educational levels, and teacher’s attendance patterns. Herzberg, 
Mausner, Peterson, and Capwell (1957) conducted research on the prevalence of job 
dissatisfaction and the characteristics of dissatisfied workers as they relate to the age and/or 
experience of the worker – characterized as the young worker, middle age worker, and older 
worker (p. 7). Their research concluded that young workers experienced a decline in their 
levels of job satisfaction in their first few years of employment due in part to unclear 
explanations about how to get promoted and how fast advancement should occur (Herzberg 
et al, 1957, p. 9). This supports the author’s rationale for investigating teacher’s years of 
experience as one of ten factors potentially to influence teacher’s job satisfaction.  
Herzberg also developed the concept that context and content of the job defined 
whether people felt good or bad about their jobs. For context, Herzberg attributed dimensions 
such as relations with co-workers and supervisors, working conditions, organizational polices 
and procedures and salary (Henry, 1995). Herzberg characterized content of the job as 
“professional and personal challenge and growth in the position; supervisor and peer 
appreciation and acknowledgement of a job well done; a sense of being responsible for 
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important matters; and achieving goals” (Henry, 1995, p. 60). These factors correspond with 
the author’s decision to use the 39-item North Carolina Teacher Working Conditions Survey 
(2002) as the instrument for gauging teacher’s levels of job satisfaction, in that the questions 
on this survey addressed issues concerning teacher’s satisfaction with their working 
conditions, school leadership, the level of empowerment and professional development 
provided by the school leadership, etc. 
Other factors fitting into Herzberg’s motivation-hygiene model include student 
achievement on state end-of-grade tests in reading and math. These elements serve as 
organizational level factors that gauge both organizational and employee performance and 
are likely to influence teacher’s levels of job satisfaction. Student’s performance on these 
tests can serve as both intrinsic and extrinsic motivators for teachers in terms of teacher’s 
satisfaction with empowerment (school level decision-making opportunities and 
responsibilities) and professional development opportunities school leaders entrusted to 
teachers. 
The discussion above supports selecting Herzberg’s motivation-hygiene theory over 
Maslow’s hierarchy of needs theory as the theoretical framework for this study. Both the 
content and the context of the job (intrinsic and extrinsic factors) are needed to determine an 
employee’s level of job satisfaction. Therefore, based on Herzberg’s motivation-hygiene 
theory, the satisfaction attitudes of urban middle school teachers are expected to be 
influenced by certain school, teacher and student characteristics in the research presented 
here. Similarly teachers’ levels of job satisfaction are expected to reveal which urban middle 
schools possess the right combination of school, teacher, and student characteristics likely to 
produce high levels of teacher job satisfaction and which middle schools possess the right 
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combination of school, teacher, and student characteristics likely to produce low levels of 
teacher job satisfaction.  
Chapter Summary 
This chapter introduced the topic of teacher job satisfaction in urban middle schools 
and the school, teacher, and student characteristics that were expected to significantly 
influence it. The chapter introduced Fred Herzberg’s motivation-hygiene theory as the 
theoretical framework for analyzing job satisfaction and these characteristics – namely, 
student achievement on state end-of-grade reading and math tests, school size, and teacher 
turnover percentages; teacher’s year of experience in teaching, teacher’s educational levels, 
and teacher’s licensure status, teacher’s attendance patterns, the percentages of minority 
students passing end-of-grade tests in math and reading, and the percentages of economically 
disadvantaged students in urban middle schools. Also introduced was the conceptual model 
(Ostroff, 1992) that treats job satisfaction as the dependent variable likely to influence 
organizational performance and as the dependent variable likely to be significantly 
influenced by school, teacher, and students characteristics the independent variables.  
The research questions, problem statement, and problem significance explained the 
rationale for analyzing teacher job satisfaction and certain school, teacher, and student 
characteristics and provided an overview of how a significant relationship between these 
variables can be determined. The chapter also identified the assumptions and limitations of 
this study and provided a descriptive background of the sample population studied. A list of 
definitions for terms used throughout this study also appeared.  
The next chapter explores more thoroughly the dependent and independent variables 
investigated and discusses the basic theories of each. 
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Chapter 2: A Review of the Literature 
Introduction 
This study examined specific school, teacher, and student characteristics proposed to 
influence teacher’s job satisfaction. In relation to the current education agenda in North 
Carolina that requires adherence to standards and promotes high stakes testing as well as 
federal legislation mandates, maintaining qualified and satisfied teachers in the workforce is 
a critical issue. In light of the federal No Child Left Behind policies that require school 
districts to have a highly qualified teacher in every classroom as well as highly qualified 
teachers aides in the classroom.  A focus on the development of all children, regardless of 
socio-economic status and race or ethnicity, to perform at or above grade level in reading and 
math, the present research study is significant in improving middle school teachers’ job 
satisfaction. 
Determining if a significant relationship exists between job satisfaction and certain 
school, teacher, and student characteristics may provide answers to help education policy 
makers recruit and maintain a qualified teaching force able. Likewise, determining if a 
significant relationship exists between job satisfaction and school, teacher, and student 
characteristics, serves as another way to analyze school organizational structures likely to 
support teachers in the work place. Results from this study may also be used to analyze the 
connection between teacher job satisfaction and student academic achievement in urban 
schools with high percentages of minorities and economically disadvantaged students.  
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Organization of Literature Review 
Throughout this study, three independent factors served to determine what influenced 
teacher’s job satisfaction: (1) school characteristics, (2) teacher characteristics, and (3) 
student characteristics. The overall hypothesis is that school characteristics (school size, math 
academic achievement, reading academic achievement and teacher turnover), teacher 
characteristics (teachers’ attendance, years of teaching experience, licensure status and 
educational levels), and student characteristics (percent minority and percent economically 
disadvantaged) all influence teachers’ job satisfaction. The following literature review 
provides a condensed overview of these dependent and independent variables and explores 
the basic theories of each variable as they relate to the assumptions about and interactions 
with job satisfaction. 
Job Satisfaction 
The theoretical framework for this study is based on Frederick Herzberg’s research on 
job attitudes and employee motivation. Herzberg’s motivation theory is founded on basic 
human needs (1976, 1957) and extends the tenets of Abraham Maslow’s (1943) theory of 
motivation. Herzberg’s motivation theory delineates the difference between extrinsic and 
intrinsic factors that motivate and produce job satisfaction in employees (Herzberg, 1976). 
The extrinsic factors are labeled as dissatisfaction-avoidance or hygiene factors and included 
organizational administration, supervision, working conditions, interpersonal relationships, 
salary, and status. The intrinsic factors are labeled as growth or motivator factors and 
included achievement, recognition, work tasks, responsibility, and advancement (p. 58). With 
these two camps of factors, Herzberg’s theory explains “what people want from their jobs” 
(p. 46) and separates the job task from the job environment or “the conditions surrounding 
 28  
the job, and what you get paid for doing it” in the role of motivating a worker’s behavior, 
performance and satisfaction (Smith, 1973). The extrinsic hygienic factors described here 
correspond with the bottom of Maslow’s hierarchy of human needs where physiological and 
safety needs rest. The intrinsic motivational factors correspond with the upper level of 
Maslow’s hierarchy of human needs where belongingness, self-esteem, and self-actualization 
reside (Herzberg, 1976; Smith, 1973). 
Herzberg (1976) believed that the factors described above that produced job 
satisfaction and motivation in employees were not the same factors that give rise to job 
dissatisfaction. Instead, he believed that job satisfaction and job dissatisfaction were not 
opposites of each other; rather no job satisfaction is the more appropriate opposite of job 
satisfaction and no job dissatisfaction is the more appropriate opposite of job dissatisfaction. 
For Herzberg, this distinction was necessary because in his research he found that two 
separate sets of human needs were involved—man’s “built-in drive to avoid pain from the 
environment” and man’s built-in desire to achieve and “experience psychological growth” 
(1976, p. 58). From this distinction came the delineation of job content versus job context 
where the intrinsic, motivator factors make up the job content and the pain-avoidance 
behavior of employees make of the job context. Content of the job can further be described 
as the “professional and personal challenge and growth in the position; supervisor and peer 
appreciation and acknowledgement of a job well done; a sense of being responsible for 
important matters; and achieving goals” and, context of the job further described as an 
employee’s relations with co-workers and supervisors, working conditions, organizational 
polices and procedures and salary (Henry, 1995). Therefore, in Herzberg’s investigation of 
1,685 employees in a variety of positions—manufacturing management, hospital 
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maintenance, food service, military, scientists, engineers, teachers, accountants, factory 
assemblers, and housekeepers—the motivator factors were the primary cause of these 
employee’s job satisfaction and the hygiene factors, the primary cause of these employee’s 
unhappiness on the job (1976). Specifically, when these employees were asked “what job 
events had occurred in their work that led to extreme satisfaction or extreme dissatisfaction,” 
Herzberg found 81 percent of the factors contributing to job satisfaction were motivators and 
69 percent of the factors contributing to job dissatisfaction were hygiene factors (1976). As a 
consequence, Herzberg surmised that the deprivation of the hygiene factors could lead to job 
dissatisfaction but improvements of them made by management or administration did not 
lead to job satisfaction (1976). 
So let us review the specific factors that make up the motivator factors that are 
intrinsic to a job and the dissatisfaction avoidance factors that are extrinsic to a job. Intrinsic 
factors include achievement, recognition for achievement, the nature or pattern of the job 
itself, responsibilities, and advancement, while the extrinsic (hygiene) factors include 
working conditions, company policy and administration, technical and social relationships 
with supervisors and co-workers, salary, status and security (Herzberg, 1976; Smith, 1973).  
Though Herzberg’s motivation-hygiene theory is similar to Maslow’s hierarchy of 
needs, it is considered more widely applicable in “white collar” fields of work such as 
engineering, accounting, and teaching from where Herzberg’s original examination and 
resulting motivation-hygiene theory were drawn (Herzberg, 1976; Smith, 1973). Herzberg’s 
theory provides an extensive explanation about the attitudes people have toward their jobs 
and forces employers to consider whether or not job satisfaction for its employees comprises 
employees’ seeking to achieve psychological growth or just seeking to achieve freedom from 
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physical and psychological discomfort or both. It also allows employers to consider how they 
help its employees meet these separate but equal need systems in providing a satisfying work 
environment (Herzberg, 1976). Ostroff (1992) applied similar assumptions to her research on 
the relationship between job satisfaction and performance at the organizational-level of 
analysis. She postulated that “a study of [the] satisfaction-performance [relationship] at the 
organizational level would show that organizations that have more satisfied employees are 
more productive and profitable than organizations whose employees are less satisfied” (p. 
963).  
This study assumed that the satisfaction of teachers influence organizational 
effectiveness and performance, in that “satisfied workers are productive workers” and 
“organizational productivity is achieved through employee satisfaction and attention to 
workers’ physical and emotional needs” (Ostroff, 1992). Thus, satisfied teachers are more 
inclined than dissatisfied teachers to attend work regularly and work toward school goals 
thereby promoting school effectiveness. In light of these assumptions, a fuller explanation of 
the various theories, philosophies and definitions of “job satisfaction” seems warranted. 
Thus, Herzberg’s motivation-hygiene theory is selected over Maslow’s hierarchy of 
needs theory as the conceptual framework for this study. Towards this end, the author 
believes that both the content and the context of the job (intrinsic and extrinsic factors) are 
needed to determine an employee’s level of job satisfaction. Therefore, based on Herzberg’s 
motivation-hygiene theory, the satisfaction attitudes of urban middle school teachers are 
expected to be influenced by certain school, teacher, and student characteristics in the 
research presented here. Similarly and in accordance with the literature presented, teachers’ 
levels of job satisfaction are expected to reveal which urban middle schools possess the right 
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combination of motivators or independent variables likely to produce positive teacher job 
satisfaction. 
Definitions of Job Satisfaction 
Herzberg, et al (1957) defines job satisfaction as a multidimensional attitude wherein 
an employee can be satisfied with specific job activities, with work place conditions under 
which the job is performed or with the salary, security or social prestige associated with the 
job (p.1). Ingersoll (1999) says that in an organization, the working conditions, structural 
features, and managerial practices of the organization are linked to employee motivation, 
employee commitment, and employee retention. Anthony, et al (2007) describe the 
occurrence of job satisfaction being when employee’s skills are effectively utilized, when 
training opportunities to enhance those skills are provided, and when the work environment 
is conducive to enabling employees to perform to the best of their abilities. Carroll (1973) 
defines job satisfaction as the “affective orientation of the individual toward work” (Vroom, 
1964, p.99); the “attitude of workers toward the organization and fellow workers” (Beer, 
1964, p. 34) and “the favorable viewpoint of the worker toward the work role he presently 
occupies” (Ivancevich, 1968, p. 1).  Also, Smith (1973) defined job satisfaction as “really a 
measure of the adequacy of the rewards given by employers for the completion of a task” (p. 
40). Thus, “jobs that are satisfying and interesting in themselves provide compensations (or 
rewards)” that satisfy workers, but not enough unless management provides continuous 
recognition in the form of praise, opportunities for advancement, job enlargement and routine 
pay increases (Smith, 1973, p. 40). Similarly, Reio and Kidd (2006) defined job satisfaction 
as “the feelings a worker has about his or her job or job experiences in relation to previous 
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experience, current expectations, or available alternatives” (Balzer et al, 1997 ) as well as the 
“multidimensional psychological responses to one’s job” (Hulin, 2003, p. 255). 
All of these definitions of job satisfaction reflect Herzberg’s notion of the duality of 
man’s needs with regard to satisfaction and the parallel nature of these needs in fulfilling 
them. These definitions also further highlight the importance of both the context of the job 
and the content of the job in determining an employee’s job satisfaction level. 
In relation to attendance and retention, Lawler and Porter (1967) provided another 
usable definition of job satisfaction. They saw job satisfaction as a path-goal theory of 
motivation, observing that “a satisfied individual is motivated to go to work where his 
important needs are satisfied” (Gruneberg, 1967, p. 210). In relation to “performance” and 
the path-goal theory of motivation, Gruneberg (1967) views job satisfaction where 
“individuals are satisfied with their jobs to the extent to which their jobs provide them with 
what they desire, and they perform effectively in them to the extent that effective 
performance leads to the attainment of what they desire” (210). In relation to performance, 
Lawler and Porter (1967) found that “satisfaction influenced an individual’s performance by 
affecting his motivation to perform effectively” (as cited in Gruneberg, 1967, p. 213). From 
their findings Lawler and Porter concluded that satisfaction depended upon performance 
rather than caused performance and determined that organizations showing strong positive 
satisfaction-performance relationships “effectively distributing differential extrinsic rewards 
based on performance; providing jobs that allowed for the satisfaction of higher order needs; 
and [causing] poor performers with high absenteeism to leave the job at a high rate” 
(Gruneberg, 1967, pp. 214-215). Lawler and Porter also predicted that an organization with 
no satisfaction-performance relationship would not relate rewards to performance and 
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absenteeism and that turnover would be equally distributed among good and poor 
performers. In an organization with a negative satisfaction-performance relationship 
“absenteeism and turnover would be highest among the best performers and poor performers 
would get more rewards than good performers” (Gruneberg, p. 215). 
In sum, Lawler and Porter’s research supports the assumptions of this study in that 
they provide evidence of a positive satisfaction-performance relationship to the effectiveness 
of an organization. The concept may be applied to schools to address teachers’ job 
satisfaction. A model of the satisfaction-performance relationship appears in Appendix 1. 
While the study of job satisfaction is immense among organizational behavior 
researchers, it is interesting to note that factors influencing job satisfaction similarly 
influence job performance, which in turn creates the context for the job. As such, the 
behaviors exhibited by employees that contribute to organizational effectiveness are said to 
be variables that have effects on “the psychological, social, and organizational context” of an 
employee’s work (Reio and Kidd, 2007, p. 17-1). This kind of contextual performance 
includes employee’s doing such things as volunteering for additional assignments, persisting 
in completing difficult tasks, assisting colleagues in the completion of their tasks, and 
supporting organizational policies and goals despite disagreement with them (Reio and Kidd, 
2007). In relation to school organizations, studies on effective schools indicate no single 
variable accounts for school effectiveness; instead, schools with higher student achievement 
exhibit climates wherein teachers reflect a strong commitment to student achievement 
(Ashton and Webb, 1986). Therefore, a review of the school characteristics that contribute to 
teacher’s job satisfaction is presented next. 
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Satisfaction and School Characteristics 
Research supports the precept that the size of a school organization affects teachers’ 
job satisfaction and performance and, ultimately, school effectiveness (Ashton and Webb, 
1986). There is a relationship between school size, treatment of students, and the teachers’ 
resistance to or acceptance of innovations (Ashton and Webb, 1986). In a study of ten junior 
high schools in a large eastern metropolitan school district, “as school size increased, 
teachers’ impersonal treatment of students and their resistance to innovations increased” 
(Ashton and Webb, 1986, p. 18). 
In relation to organizational characteristics that influence effectiveness, members of a 
group influence the productivity and processes of that group. More specifically, “as the range 
of abilities, knowledge, and skills that are available to the group increases” (Shaw, 1981, p. 
168), the group size also increases. As the group size increases, “the amount of time available 
for each member to participate in the group’s activities decreases” (Shaw, 1981, p. 169). In 
more general terms of an organization, Shaw, citing the work of Bernard Indik (1965), felt 
that “as the size of the organization increases the rate of communication decreases” which 
leads to lower interpersonal attraction and decreased interpersonal communication; and “as 
size increases, there’s also an increase in the proportion of communications that are directed 
toward the group as a whole rather than to specific members of the group” (p. 170). These 
findings relate to member participation and group size; group size relates to organizational 
characteristics; leadership, member reactions, consensus, and group performance. 
In terms of group size and leadership, as groups become larger, “the demands upon 
the leader’s role become greater, and tolerance for leader-centered direction of group 
activities becomes greater” (Shaw, 1981, pp. 170-171). Also, “a leader [is] more likely to 
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emerge in large groups than in small groups,” and “the lack of time for each member to 
participate, the increasing domination of the group’s activities by one or a few members, and 
the increased difficulty of maintaining interpersonal relationships in larger groups obviously 
contribute to negative feelings about the group” (Shaw, 1981, p. 171). Shaw cited Katz’s 
(1949) research that showed “smaller groups more cohesive, members better satisfied, and 
individual members assuming more importance” (p. 171). Other researchers found that 
dissatisfaction with larger groups reflected by greater absenteeism and personnel turnover in 
larger industrial organizations. Shaw (1981) concluded that “as size increased, group 
members showed greater disagreement, greater antagonism toward others, less tension, and 
greater tension release” (p. 172); and “lower tension in larger groups is probably a 
consequence of the relative anonymity in larger groups which permits greater tension 
release” (p. 172). Larger groups exhibit less consensus among members and group members 
of larger groups appear to resist consensus. Though the relationship between group size and 
conformity (consensus) remains unclear, in certain circumstances, an increase in conformity 
to majority judgments occurs when group size increases (Shaw, 1981). 
In terms of group size and group performance, “increasing the size of the group 
introduces opposing forces with respect to group performance and productivity” (Shaw, 
1981, p. 173) and “[W]hether the performance will become more or less effective as size 
increases will depend on the degree to which added resources can be utilized and the degree 
to which group processes exert negative influence on group output” (Shaw, p. 174). Shaw 
defined three types of tasks affected by the size of the group affecting group performance: 
additive tasks, disjunctive tasks, and conjunctive tasks. In additive tasks the outcome is the 
result of a combination of individual products; therefore, group performance should increase 
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with an increasing group size. Moreover, “if the group task is additive, the more persons who 
work on the task, the greater the group’s output, and/or the more effective the group’s 
performance” and “the amount of force exerted per person decreases with increasing group 
size” (Shaw, 1981, p. 174). This supports that group members experience less motivation 
which contributes to performance reduction. Disjunctive tasks require at least one person in 
the group to be able to perform the task. “Group performance is expected to increase with 
increasing group size, since the more persons in the group the higher the probability that at 
least one will be able complete the task.” And, “when the task is disjunctive, performance is 
determined by the most competent group member (Shaw, p. 174). The effect of group size on 
performance is a function of the proportion of individuals who are expected to have the 
ability to perform the task, assuming that group membership is random with respect to task 
abilities” (Shaw, 1981, pp. 174-175). Conjunctive tasks require everyone in the group to 
accomplish the task. For conjunctive tasks, group performance is expected to decrease with 
an increasing group size, because at least one member of the group will be unable to 
complete the task. Similarly, “everyone in the group must accomplish the task and 
performance depends on the performance of the least competent group member.” “When the 
group must complete this kind of task, the probability that the group will have at least one 
group member who cannot succeed increases with group size; therefore, the larger the group 
the lower the probability that it will be able to complete the task successfully” (Shaw, 1981, 
p. 176). In sum, conjunctive tasks presume decreased group productivity as group sizes 
increase. 
The function of group composition and dynamics on organizational effectiveness 
adds clarity to the significance of group cohesiveness and variables that influence high or low 
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cohesiveness (Shaw, 1981). Shaw (1981) placed group cohesiveness into one of three 
categories: (1) “attraction to the group, including resistance to leaving it; (2) morale, or the 
level of motivation evidenced by group members; and (3) coordination of efforts of group 
members” (p. 213). He described group cohesiveness as “the resultant of all the forces acting 
on the members to remain in the group” and concluded that members of highly cohesive 
groups are more energetic in group activities, are less likely to be absent from group 
meetings, are happy when the group succeeds, and are sad when it fails (Shaw, 1981, p. 213). 
Also, the determinants of cohesiveness include communication among group members, also 
known as interaction, social influence, group productivity, and satisfaction (Shaw, 1981). 
Lott and Lott (1961) found the quantity and quality of group interaction (communication) 
related to group cohesiveness. Specifically, “members of high-cohesive groups communicate 
with each other to a greater extent, and the content of group interaction is positively oriented 
[and] members of high-cohesive groups are cooperative, friendly, and generally behave in 
ways designed to promote group integration, [while] low-cohesive group members behave 
much more independently, with little concern for others in the group” (cited in Shaw, 1981, 
p. 218).  
According to Shaw (1981) “cohesiveness leads to increased social influence,” which 
often produces “greater conformity to group standards” (p. 220) and “when cohesiveness [is] 
based on interpersonal attraction, group members conformed whether or not conformity 
promoted or impeded group performance”; however, “when cohesiveness was based on 
interdependence, group members conformed only when it promoted group welfare” (p. 222). 
Cohesiveness and productivity are related but the effect of cohesiveness on the performance 
is mediated by motivational factors. High-cohesive groups engaged in more positive social 
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interactions are more effective in achieving goals they set for themselves and enjoy greater 
satisfaction (Shaw, 1981). 
Satisfaction and Student Achievement 
In an efficient learning environment, school operations yield positive student and 
teacher performance. School culture is a pattern of values, beliefs, and traditions that form 
over the course of a school’s history and are the commonly held beliefs of teachers, students, 
and administrators (Stolp, 1994).  Stolp (1994) found that healthy school cultures correlated 
strongly with student achievement and motivation, and teacher’s job satisfaction. Stolp 
(1994) examined the effects of five dimensions of school culture: (1) academic challenges, 
(2) comparative achievement, (3) recognition for achievement, (4) school community, and 
(5) perception of school goals. He surveyed 16,310 fourth, sixth, eighth, and tenth graders in 
820 Illinois public schools, and found that students were more motivated to learn in those 
schools with strong positive cultures. Other research analyzed the effects of school culture on 
student achievement and matched the school’s mission statement, student outcomes, 
curriculum alignment, staff development, and building level decision-making with student 
achievement (Stolp, 1994). They found the number of students who failed the annual 
statewide test dropped by ten percent. Ashton and Webb (1986) reported that teachers’ 
attitudes toward students may become the norm of a school. Therefore, if the culture of a 
school is collectively accepted, teacher expectations for students and styles of learning for 
certain groups of students may not be treated positively. 
Satisfaction and Teacher Turnover 
 Teaching is a large field that represents four percent of the entire civilian work force 
(Ingersoll 2003). An organized focus to support teachers is essential to creating a work 
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environment where teachers can grow professionally (Anthony, Kritsonis, and Herrington, 
2007).  Teacher turnover is important because high teacher turnover potentially indicates 
staffing problems that can impede student performance and the proper functioning of schools 
(Ingersoll, 2003). In this study, teacher turnover rate refers to the percentage of teachers who 
leave the teaching profession altogether as well as the percentage of teachers who leave their 
current teaching position to pursue a teaching position in another school district. LiFeng 
(2005) suggests there are three factors that contribute to teacher turnover: teacher ability, 
salary, and non-pecuniary job characteristics (p. 5). For Ingersoll, the prominent sources of 
teacher turnover include dissatisfaction with the job and a desire to pursue a better job or 
change careers. Teachers who report leaving the teaching profession because of 
dissatisfaction with the job, also reported dissatisfaction was due to low salaries, lack of 
administrative support, student discipline problems, lack of influence over decision-making, 
large class sizes, interruptions in classroom time, and insufficient planning time (Ingersoll, 
2003, p. 150).  
 In his 1999 research Ingersoll reported that teacher characteristics such as a teacher’s 
age, gender, and subjects taught influenced teacher turnover. Teachers under the age of 30 
and teachers over the age of 50 are more likely to leave teaching and special education 
teachers are more likely to leave teaching than teachers of other subjects. Student 
characteristics such as minority status and socio-economic status influenced teacher turnover 
(Ingersoll, 1999; LiFeng, 2005; Darling-Hammond, 2000; Darling-Hammond and Baratz-
Snowden, 2007). In schools with high percentages of minority students and high percentages 
economically disadvantaged students, teachers are more likely to leave. Conversely, teachers 
in schools with higher salaries, strong administrative support, and where teachers experience 
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higher levels of decision-making influence, teachers are less likely to leave the teaching 
profession (Ingersoll, 1999). 
 The above findings support the decision to investigate the non-pecuniary job 
characteristics that may be associated with teachers’ job satisfaction. These school 
characteristics also influence teacher turnover; and are also characteristics defined by 
Herzberg as part of the job context that also influences job satisfaction. This examination of 
the student characteristics associated with teacher turnover and job satisfaction is extended 
below. 
Satisfaction and Student Characteristics 
Such student characteristics as socio-economic status and race can possibly influence 
the job satisfaction of teachers. The MetLife Survey of the American Teacher 2001: Key 
Elements of Quality Schools, found that minority students from low-income backgrounds 
receive the least quality teaching. In this survey, “quality teaching” referred to teachers 
knowing their subject matter, caring about students, believing all students can learn, 
maintaining discipline, and teaching individual students according to their needs and abilities 
(Markow, Fauth and Gravitch, 2001, p. 4). These findings reveal that teachers in schools with 
high proportions of low-income students are less likely to give the teachers in their school an 
“A” in knowing their subject areas and caring about students. Low-income students gave 
similar assessments and attested to the idea that low-quality teaching appeared to be more 
prevalent in schools with high proportions of minority students. Likewise, schools with 
mostly minorities were less likely to give the teachers in their schools “As” in knowing their 
subject areas, caring about students and maintaining discipline (Markow, Fauth and Gravitch, 
2001). Secondary school educators are less likely than elementary educators to rate their 
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relationships with students, colleagues and parents as very satisfying and were less likely 
than elementary educators to rate their schools as having high academic standards (Markow, 
Fauth & Gravitch, 2001). Lastly, the findings revealed that high-income students were more 
likely than low-income students to believe their teachers and parents expected excellent work 
from them and low-income students were more likely to perceive that their teachers and 
administrators as having low expectations of them. 
Ashton and Webb’s (1986) research on teachers’ sense of efficacy and student 
achievement revealed that students’ personal characteristics were related to teacher 
expectations and teacher behaviors. The socioeconomic class, race, attractiveness of students, 
and classroom behavior influenced teachers’ expectations for students’ performance (Ashton 
and Webb, 1986). They noted that teachers tended to avoid and criticize uncooperative 
students and focused strongly on controlling the behavior of these types of students and 
neutralizing the conflict they caused rather than on teaching and socializing these students in 
a positive direction. Also, teachers tended to reject students who were openly hostile and 
disruptive and became locked into patterns of mutual frustration, negative affects, and 
hostility with these students (Ashton and Webb, 1986). In schools with numerous students of 
low socioeconomic status there was more conflict between school administrators and 
teachers because administrators believed teachers lacked motivation and needed more rules 
and procedures governing the curriculum, grading, and testing than for teachers in high SES 
schools (Ashton and Webb, 1986). 
Therefore, one may reasonably assume that student characteristics will influence 
teachers’ job satisfaction. 
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Satisfaction and Teacher Characteristics 
It is expected that teacher characteristics, a teacher’s licensure status, years of 
experience and education may influence teachers’ job satisfaction. As teachers demand 
increases and funding inequities widen, many urban and poor rural districts employ more 
teachers with emergency permits or waivers to teach (Darling-Hammond, Holtzman, Gatlin, 
and Heilig, 2005). Because these individuals typically teach low-income and minority 
students in the most disadvantaged schools, one may assume that these teachers experience 
less job satisfaction. This research sought to determine whether this assumption is valid. It 
controlled the influence of teachers’ licensure status, years of experience, and education on 
their job satisfaction. The Darling-Hammond, et al. (2005) study revealed that when 
controlling for years of experience, educational level, and student characteristics, certified 
teachers produced better student achievement gains than non certified teachers (p. ii). The 
authors inferred that one can predict level of job satisfaction for teachers based on their 
perceptions of effectiveness in performing job duties in meeting student achievement goals. 
Cheng (1993) correlated school culture with teachers’ attitudes toward their work and 
found that positive school cultures produced more highly motivated teachers (Stolp, 1994). 
Cheng’s research suggests that in school environments with strong organizational ideology, 
shared participation, charismatic leadership, and intimacy, produce teachers with higher job 
satisfaction (Stolp, 1994). Ashton and Webb’s (1986) research found that teachers feel 
isolated from their peers during the school day and because teachers have social needs, 
isolation contributes to less job satisfaction. Consequently, school structures that enhance 
collegial interaction produce teachers with positive attitudes (Ashton and Webb, 1986). 
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Seven areas support job satisfaction for teachers regardless of a teacher’s years of 
experience, level of education (Katzenmeyer and Moller, 2001); and licensure status: (1) 
developmental focus, (2) recognition, (3) autonomy, (4) collegiality, (5) participation, (6) 
open communication, and (7) positive environment. Developmental focus refers to teachers 
obtaining new knowledge and skills (Katzenmeyer and Moller, 2001, p. 136). Recognition is 
the ideas and opinions of teachers (Katzenmeyer and Moller, p. 137). Autonomy is teachers 
taking the initiative to make improvements for students and creating visions for their school 
(Katzenmeyer and Moller, p. 137). Teacher autonomy focuses on what is in the best interest 
of students; collegiality is the collaboration of teachers on instructional planning and 
participation is being actively involved in making decisions on school important matters. 
Open communication is honest communication between teachers and administrators where 
teachers feel informed about school matters (Katzenmeyer and Moller, p. 138). Lastly, a 
positive environment refers to how teachers are viewed and treated as professionals where 
there is satisfaction with the work environment (Katzenmeyer and Moller, p. 138). In sum, 
when these seven mediating variables are present schools teacher characteristics (years of 
experience, level of education, and licensure status) typically influence teachers’ job 
satisfaction. 
Satisfaction, Teacher Attendance, and Organizational Behavior 
To function effectively, an organization must be able to influence employees’ 
behaviors (Bridges and Hallinan, 1978). Specifically, employees must (1) enter the 
organization, remain in it, and validate themselves through regular attendance; (2) prove 
themselves reliable; and (3) participate in activities beyond their roles (Bridges and Hallinan, 
p. 24). The organizational characteristic most consistently related to absenteeism is unit size 
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(Bridges and Hallinan, p. 25) where unit size as the scale of group members of an 
organization that excludes part of the membership of the organization (Bridges and Hallinan, 
p. 25).  These authors examined the influence of subunit size on absenteeism by testing 
whether subunit size increased the difficulty of maintaining communications among 
employees and whether lower levels of communications reduced group cohesiveness which 
leads to lower job satisfaction and higher employee absenteeism.  
Another organizational characteristic thought to influence employee satisfaction is 
work interdependence (Bridges and Hallinan, 1978) where the organization’s primary 
function is performed collaboratively by employees (Bridges and Hallinan, p. 25). High work 
interdependence in schools suggests that one teacher’s activities are dependent on the 
activities of other teachers. Accordingly, the higher degrees of interdependence in schools 
would be accompanied by higher rates of interactions among teachers and this increased 
interaction would result in lower absenteeism and increased job satisfaction among teachers 
(Bridges and Hallinan, 1978). Work system interdependence is a valid structure to evaluate 
teachers’ withdrawal behavior. However, work interdependence may be manipulated by 
administrators and may explain employee attendance patterns (Bridges and Hallinan, 1978). 
A third organizational characteristic thought to have an impact on employee 
satisfaction is total organizational size. Bridges and Hallinan (1978) posited that large 
subunits are more likely located in large organizations while small subunits are more likely in 
small organizations. Also increase in total organization size might not have an impact on 
employee satisfaction as long as subunits remained small.  
Bridges and Hallinan’s (1978) research sought to determine if a positive relationship 
existed between subunit size and employee absenteeism in elementary schools and the level 
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of work interdependence in subunits were associated with teacher absenteeism. Results 
supported their hypothesis that subunit size and work system interdependence influenced 
employee absenteeism. The correlation between subunit size and short term absenteeism was 
.35 (p<.05) while the correlation between school work system interdependence and 
absenteeism was -.24 (p<.05). (p.37) 
A limitation to Bridges and Hallinan’s (1978) research is that they neglected to 
collect data on employees’ sense of responsibility and availability to perform subunit 
activities.  Bridges and Hallinan (1978) concluded that the degree of responsibility taken by 
employees varies inversely with the number of people available to perform the activities (p. 
38). In an understaffed setting, employees’ sense that their fate depends upon them and 
responsibility cannot be easily shifted to others. Conversely, in an overstaffed setting, 
employees face fewer demands and feel less of a need to be responsible for their behavior 
(Bridges and Hallinan, 1978). Consequently, as the sense of responsibility declines, support 
and participation by employees declines. This theory implies that in schools with numerous 
goals there is unlikely to be an increase in the number of people who staff them. Therefore, 
Bridges and Hallinan (1978) assumed that as the subunit size increases, the unit is 
overstaffed, and employees feel less responsibility to participate in organizational matters 
which leads to a higher rate of absenteeism. 
With respect to work interdependence, the performance of one teacher becomes 
dependent on the performance of other teachers (Bridges and Hallinan, 1978). This 
vulnerability should increase as the work system interdependence increases, and employees 
develop a norm of reciprocity around role-relevant behaviors (Bridges and Hallinan, p. 39). 
In other words, absence increases the work load and the aggravation of co-workers where 
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employees seek to stabilize their role relationships in a highly interdependent work system by 
adhering to the norm of reciprocity that requires others to fulfill their duties to you and you in 
turn have an obligation to fulfill your duties to them (Bridges and Hallinan, 1978, p. 39). In 
summary, Bridges and Hallinan (1978) concluded that:  
[T]he greater the degree of work system interdependence, the higher 
the sense of vulnerability; the higher the sense of vulnerability, the 
greater the possibility that a norm of reciprocity develops around 
fulfillment of one’s status duties to others; the more likely a norm of 
reciprocity is to develop around fulfillment of status obligations, the 
more likely members of the work force are to have lower rates of 
absenteeism (p. 39). 
  
The effect of work system interdependence on absenteeism is related to job 
satisfaction (Bridges and Hallinan 1978). 
Satisfaction and Attendance Motivation 
 In this study, teacher attendance is another independent variable thought to influence 
teacher’s job satisfaction. The major influence on employee attendance is based on 
employee’s motivation to attend work and job satisfaction (Steers and Rhodes, 1978). Steers 
and Rhodes believe that employee motivation is determined by the job situation and 
pressures to attend work (p. 393). Specifically, when employees enjoy work and the job 
situation, they are expected to have a strong desire to attend work. Steers and Rhodes suggest 
a strong relationship between employees’ satisfaction and their attendance. Accordingly, 
Steers and Rhodes (1978) examined work variables: scope, job level, role, work group size, 
leader style, co-worker relations, and opportunities for advancement—all of which should 
influence employee job satisfaction and motivation to attend work. 
Of particular interest in the present study is the Steers and Rhodes (1978) finding on 
the relationship between absenteeism and job scope, work group size, and co-worker 
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relations. They supported the idea that increased job scope increased the challenge and 
responsibility for employees which leads to positive job satisfaction (Steers and Rhodes, 
1978, p. 394). This progression logically translates into increased employee attendance and 
reduced absenteeism. Steers and Rhodes (1978) found that a positive relationship between 
increases in work group size and absenteeism among blue-collar employees and increased 
total organization size modestly increased absenteeism. Apparently increased work group 
size leads to lower group cohesiveness and poorer communication among employees (Steers 
and Rhodes, 1978, p. 395). As a result, they concluded that it becomes more difficult for 
employees to satisfy their higher order needs and attendance becomes less appealing (p. 395). 
Steers and Rhodes (1978) also found that co-worker relations is related to job satisfaction and 
absenteeism. Role stress reduces job satisfaction (Steers and Rhodes, 1978, p. 395). In this 
respect, one would expect role stress factors: job scope, work group size, and co-worker 
relations to influence job performance. Steers and Rhodes (1978) views attendance 
motivation as cyclical as depicted in Appendix II. 
Instrument:  North Carolina Teacher Working Condition Survey 
The 2002 North Carolina Working Conditions survey contained five sections: time, 
facilities and resources, school leadership, empowerment, and professional development. For 
example, in each section, teachers were asked to rate how strongly they agreed with 
statements grouped under each section. For example, under the section on time, teachers 
were asked how strongly they agreed with the statements “Teachers have time during regular 
hours to work on curriculum, classroom management, and individual instruction,” and 
“Teachers are protected from duties that interfere with their essential role of educating 
students.” Under the section of school leadership, teachers were asked to rate how strongly 
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they agreed with such statements as “The principal is a strong, supportive, visible education 
leader in the school,” and “School leaders at all levels shield teachers from disruptions, 
allowing teachers to focus on educating students.” 
The literature reviewed earlier supports the Working Conditions survey in that use of 
time, having sufficient facilities and resources, school leadership, teacher empowerment and 
autonomy, and professional development contribute strongly to job satisfaction. Toward that 
end, teachers rated the existence of optimal working conditions in their school by stating 
their agreement or disagreement with statements like those cited. In March of 2003, 
Governor Easley discussed the preliminary results of the survey and made five points 
(Teacher Working Conditions Initiative Preliminary Report of Findings, Executive 
Summary, March 2003): 
(1) Overall, teachers are not satisfied with their conditions of work and feel 
least satisfied with the amount of time they have to do their jobs. 
(2) Teachers are most satisfied with school leadership but harbor mixed 
sentiments on issues of facilities, teacher empowerment, and professional 
development. 
(3) With the exception of issues related to time, elementary teachers were more 
satisfied with their conditions of work than their middle and high school 
peers. 
(4) Educators in smaller schools were more satisfied than their colleagues in 
mid-range and larger schools. 
(5) There were striking differences in perceptions between principals and 
teachers. 
 
Chapter Summary 
This chapter focused on Herzberg’s (1976) motivation-hygiene theory for framing job 
satisfaction and provided a summary of supporting literature on variables thought to 
influence job satisfaction in urban middle schools. Research on job satisfaction and 
organizational performance was presented and the assumption that satisfied employees are 
more inclined than dissatisfied employees to attend work regularly and work toward 
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organizational goals. Lawler and Porter’s (1967) path-goal theory of motivation in relation to 
job satisfaction as well as Steers and Rhodes (1978) process model of influences on 
employee attendance were presented. Bridges and Hallinan’s (1978) research on 
organizational subunit size, work system interdependence, and employee absenteeism was 
presented to explain teachers’ attitude toward work, motivation to attend work, and job 
performance. Further, this chapter presented school characteristics (school size, teacher 
turnover, and student achievement), student characteristics (socio-economic status and 
minority status), and teacher characteristics (years of teaching experience, licensure status, 
and attendance behavior). The literature investigated these variables and their relationship to 
job satisfaction. All together, information in this chapter helps to lay the foundation upon 
which to build a sound methodology to be discussed in the next chapter. 
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Chapter 3: Methodology 
Introduction 
This study sought to determine whether a teacher’s job satisfaction is influenced by 
school, teacher and student characteristics. This research should inform education policy 
makers about how school, teacher and student variables influence job satisfaction. Teachers’ 
job satisfaction and its links to school, teacher and student characteristics appear likely to 
broaden our understanding of what organizational structures may increase job satisfaction 
among teachers and reduce the number and percentage of teachers leaving the profession. 
Also, if a relationship exists between job satisfaction and school, teacher and student 
characteristics we may find ways to improve schools. 
This study selected middle school teachers in the four largest urban school districts in 
the state of North Carolina as the subjects. The school districts providing as subjects for this 
study are Charlotte-Mecklenburg Schools, Wake County Public Schools, Guilford City 
Schools, Cumberland County Schools. Additionally, the author grouped the above-stated 
factors by teacher, school, and student characteristics to determine which factors influenced 
teacher job satisfaction. To accomplish this, the author conducted a series of correlations 
between job satisfaction ratings taken from the 39-item teacher working conditions survey 
completed by middle school teachers in the four school districts above. A reliability analysis 
of each of the working conditions survey items singularly and by the five categories 
identified on the survey provided of job satisfaction information of teachers. 
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 The methodology, hypotheses, the context of the research, procedures for obtaining 
data, and the independent and dependent variables applicable to this study are described. 
Sample Population 
The organizational units analyzed in this research included 2,900 middle school 
teachers from 46 middle schools in four urban school districts who participated in the 2002 
North Carolina Teacher Working Conditions Survey. The school districts of Charlotte-
Mecklenburg, Wake, Guilford, and Cumberland combined included 96 middle schools; but 
only 46 of these middle schools participated in the survey. The average middle school 
employs approximately 50 fulltime teachers. The total student enrollment of all school 
systems combined (including elementary and high schools) was approximately 353,012 for 
the 2002-03 school year. The sampling frame presented in Table 1.0 depicts the 
demographics of each school system and is followed by a brief explanation of these 
characteristics for each school system. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 52  
 
Table 1.0: Description of School District Variables 
 
# of Middle 
School Students 
# of Middle 
Schools # of Teachers 
Average 
School Size 
LEA LEA Sample LEA Sample LEA Sample LEA Sample 
Charlotte 29,207 9,756 32 9 1,354 620 968 1,084 
Wake 33,600 19,429 28 19 2,866 1,270 962 1,023 
Guilford 15,880 4,730 22 6 1,267 363 857 788 
Cumberland 12,171 10,032 15 12 1,321 647 722 717 
 % Turnover 
Average Sick 
Leave Days % Adv. Degrees 
% Fully 
Licensed 
LEA LEA Sample LEA Sample LEA Sample LEA Sample 
Charlotte 17 32 42.9 7.7 25 26 69 70 
Wake 11 21 22.0 9.3 27 25 85 84 
Guilford 15 26 34.3 8.7 28 29 77 78 
Cumberland 14 36 22.2 8.8 23 23 73 69 
  
EOG Reading 
% Proficient 
EOG Math % 
Proficient 
% Economically 
Disadvantaged % Minority 
LEA LEA Sample LEA Sample LEA Sample LEA Sample 
Charlotte 79 75 82 77 42 47 57  48 
Wake 88 86 88 88 69 24 39 41 
Guilford 82 72 82 78 47  53 53  57 
Cumberland 83 69 81 72 56  57 60  62 
 
In the table above there are notable variations in the number of middle schools that 
participated in the North Carolina Teacher Working Conditions survey. The survey 
announcement was mailed to individual school district superintendents and principals. The 
state teacher advocacy organization, the North Carolina Association of Educators (NCAE), 
volunteered to help distribute the survey information to schools across the state through each 
NCAE school representative. Letters to teachers announcing the survey were distributed 
through each school NCAE representative. Surveys were also distributed through school 
NCAE representatives. Given the nature of the method used to distribute the survey to 
teachers in every school in every school district in North Carolina, it is plausible to think that 
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some teachers in some schools did not participate in the survey because they didn’t receive 
the introductory letters, didn’t know about the survey, chose not to participate in the survey 
because of non-affiliation with state teacher advocacy organization, missed the deadline for 
completing the survey, felt they were to busy to complete the survey, or were skeptical about 
completing a survey of this nature for fear of retaliation by district or school administrators, 
etc. Because few middle schools in Charlotte-Mecklenburg and Guilford City Schools for 
example, participated in the survey, the representativeness of these samples is questionable. 
Other variations depicted in the table above include the percentages of teacher 
turnover in each school district, the number of sick leave days teachers used in each school 
district and school sizes. In addition to capturing the percentage of teachers leaving teaching 
altogether, teacher turnover in this study captures the percentage of teachers leaving their 
current school to teach in another school district either in North Carolina or another state as 
well as captures the percentage of teachers leaving their current school to teach in another 
school in that same district. Thus, teachers in the sample are less stable than those in the 
entire LEA. In the chart above, the average number of used sick leave days recorded for each 
school district in the study represents the total number of sick leave days used divided by the 
number of teachers. The number of sick leave days teachers used in the four school districts 
is appreciably fewer proportionally to the size of the middle schools in those districts 
possibly because new teachers have fewer accumulated sick leave days to use. These 
numbers may reflect that the more years of experience a teacher has, the more sick leave time 
he or she accrues and has available to use during the school year. The variance in school 
sizes in this study is interesting. In the two largest districts in this study, the average middle 
school size is over 1000 students and well above the average middle school size reported for 
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the entire district (inclusive of all middle schools in the district – even those not participating 
in the Teacher Working Conditions survey). 
In the other school district characteristics depicted above, variances between the 
district totals and sample totals do not appear to be significantly disproportional. That is to 
say, for example, that the percent of teachers with advanced degrees and the percent of 
teachers who are fully licensed in the sample are not too far from the district wide 
percentages. The same is true of the proficiency percentages on end-of-grade reading and 
math tests. The chart above also displays the actual percentages of economically 
disadvantaged students and minority students in both the middle schools districtwide and the 
middle schools included in this study. It does not however, depict the percentages of 
economically disadvantaged students proficient in math and reading; nor does it depict the 
percentages of minority students proficient in math and reading. Table 2 in the latter part of 
this chapter compares these percentages by LEA. One anomaly in the chart is the percentage 
of economically disadvantaged students in the 19 Wake County schools in this study. In a 
school district where 69 percent of the middle school student population is economically 
disadvantaged, it is curious that only 24 percent of the students in the sample are 
economically disadvantaged. In the disaggregate, eight of the 19 schools had percentages of 
economically disadvantaged students that were less than 20 percent; 5 of these schools had 
percentages of economically disadvantaged students that were less than 15 percent.  
Selecting the Sample Population 
This study included middle schools who participated in the North Carolina Teacher 
Working Conditions survey in 2002. Only those schools whose teachers completed the 
survey were included in this sample. This study centered on the job satisfaction of middle 
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school teachers in urban middle schools. The schools chosen for this study were urban 
schools in North Carolina-- the Charlotte-Mecklenburg, Wake, Guilford, and Cumberland 
school districts (the four largest school districts in the state). The sample included a possible 
total of 96 schools from the four school districts. These school systems drew interest because 
they had similar demographics, similar initiatives for closing the achievement gap, and some 
included a merger of school districts designed to remedy racial segregation. All of these 
school systems continue to struggle to keep teaching vacancies filled from the beginning of 
the school year with high teacher turnover. 
Thus the organizational units analyzed in this study included middle schools in four 
urban school districts with similar student demographics. There are 96 middle schools in the 
four school districts. The average middle school employs approximately 50 teachers. The 
total student enrollment of each school system combined (including elementary and high 
schools) was approximately 353,012 in the 2002-03 school year. In the four school systems, 
2,900 teachers from 46 middle schools responded to the 2002 Teacher Working Conditions 
Survey. In Charlotte-Mecklenburg, 620 teachers responded to the survey in nine schools. In 
Wake, 1270 teachers responded to the survey in 19 schools. In Guilford, 363 teachers 
responded to the survey in six schools. In Cumberland, 647 teachers responded to the survey 
in 12 schools. 
Charlotte-Mecklenburg Schools 
Charlotte-Mecklenburg Schools employs 8,432 teachers; has 32 middle schools and 
25 high schools; had 42.1 percent of their students on the free and reduced-price lunch 
program in 2002-03, compared to 45.5 percent in 2006-07; and had a total student enrollment 
of 109,605 in 2002-03, compared to 129,011 in 2006-07. Of these students 29,207 were 
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middle schoolers and 36,420 were high schoolers. Charlotte-Mecklenburg is the largest 
school system in North Carolina. In 2002-03, the student ethnic population was 1 percent 
American Indian, 4 percent Asian, 44 percent Black, 8 percent Hispanic, and 43 percent 
Caucasian. Of these minority students, 21 percent of the minority students in this sample 
achieved proficiency (level III or above on a 4-point scale) on state mandated end-of-grade 
tests in reading and math. In 2002-03, the average class size for grade six was 21 and 20 for 
grades seven and eight. Each year the schools in North Carolina receive several designations 
based on their performance on the state’s accountability tests. These designations are 
awarded on the basis of the percentage of students performing at grade level and whether 
students have learned as much as they are expected to learn in one year. The percentage of 
middle school students who exceeded expected growth by at least 10 percent was 58. The 
percentage of middle school students who made expected growth was 23. The percentage of 
middle school students in the 90 percent range of students at grade level and reached 
expected growth 12. The percentage of middle school students in the 80 to 89 percent range 
of students at grade level and achieved expected growth was 27. The percentage of middle 
school students in the 60 to 79 percent of the students at grade level and made expected 
growth was 39 percent. The percentage of middle school students in the 60 to 100 percent 
range of students at grade level who failed to reach expected growth was 19. The percentage 
of middle school students in the 50 to 59 percent range of students at grade level or less than 
50 percent of the students at grade level who made expected growth was four. No middle 
school made the state’s low performing designation in 2002-03. Despite these results on the 
state’s testing program, Charlotte-Mecklenburg Schools met only 62 out of 73 AYP targets; 
19 percent of their middle schools made AYP while 81 percent did not make AYP. 
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Charlotte-Mecklenburg Schools’ teachers used 58,109.03 sick leave days in 2002-03, 
an average of 375 teacher absence days in their middle schools. In 2002-03, the percentage of 
middle school teachers with continuing licenses was 69 percent and the percentage of classes 
taught by “highly qualified” middle school teachers as defined by the No Child Left Behind 
federal law was 74 percent. The teacher turnover rate among middle school teachers was 17 
percent. 
Wake County Public Schools 
Wake County employs 8,572 teachers; has 28 middle schools and 22 high schools; 69 
percent of their students on the free and reduced-price lunch program; enrollments of 33,600 
middle school students and 46,200 high school students; and is the second largest school 
system in North Carolina. In 2002-03, the student ethnic population was 2 percent American 
Indian, 2 percent Asian, 31 percent Black 6 percent Hispanic, and 59 percent Caucasian. Of 
these minority students, 30 percent achieved proficiency (level III or above on a 4-point 
scale) on state mandated end-of-grade tests in reading and math. In 2002-03, the average 
class size for grade six was 22, 23 for grades seven and eight. Each school in North Carolina 
receives a designation based upon their performance on the state’s accountability tests. These 
designations are awarded on the bases of the percentage of students performing at grade level 
and whether students have learned as much as they are expected to learn in one year. The 
percentage of middle school students who exceeded expected growth by at least 10 percent 
was 35. The percentage of middle school students who achieved expected growth was 54. 
The percentage of middle school students in the 90 percent range of students at grade level 
and reached expected growth was 35. The percentage of middle school students in the 80 to 
89 percent range of the students at grade level and demonstrated expected growth was 46. 
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The percentage of middle school students in the 60 to 79 percent range of the students at 
grade level and made expected growth was four. The percentage of middle school students in 
the 60 to 100 percent of students at grade level who failed to meet expected growth was 12. 
No middle school made the state’s low-performing designation in 2002-03. Despite excellent 
results on the state’s testing program, Wake County Schools met only 65 out of 77 AYP 
targets. Four percent of their middle schools made AYP and 96 percent did not.  
Wake County teachers used a total of 63,165.21 sick leave days in 2002-03, for an 
average of 470 absence days in the middle schools. In 2002-03, the percentage of middle 
school teachers with continuing licenses was 85, and the percentage of classes taught by 
“highly qualified” middle school teachers was 75. The teacher turnover rate among middle 
school teachers was 11 percent. 
Guilford County Schools 
Guilford County Schools employs 1,126 secondary teachers; has 22 middle schools 
and 21 high schools; accommodates 46.57 percent of their students on the free and reduced-
priced lunch program; and has 15,880 middle schoolers and 20,131 high schoolers. In 2002-
03, the student ethnic composition was 1 percent American Indian, 4 percent Asian, 43 
percent Black, 5 percent Hispanic; and 47 percent Caucasian. Of these minority students, 34 
percent achieved proficiency (level III or above on a 4-point scale) on state mandated end-of-
grade reading and math tests. In 2002-03, the average class size for grades six and seven was 
24 students and 21 students for grade eight. Each school in North Carolina receives a 
designation based on its performance on the state’s accountability tests, based upon the 
percentage of students performing at grade level and whether students have learned as much 
as they are expected to learn in one year. The percentage of middle school students who 
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exceeded expected growth by at least 10 percent was 35. The percentage of middle school 
students who achieved expected growth was 53 percent. The percentage of middle school 
students in the 90 percent range of students at grade level and reached expected growth or 
better was 18. The percentage of middle school students in the 80 to 89 percent range of 
students at grade level and made expected growth was 35. The percentage of middle school 
students in the 60 to 79 percent range of students at grade level and made expected growth or 
more was also 35. The percentage of middle school students in the 60 to 100 percent of 
students at grade level who did not reach their expected growth was 12. No middle school 
made the state’s low performing designation in 2002-03. Despite good results on the state’s 
testing program, Guilford County Schools met only 54 out of 77 AYP targets. Just 29 percent 
of middle schools made AYP while 71 percent did not make AYP.  
Guilford County teachers used 43,462.96 sick leave days in 2002-03, for an average 
of 400 teacher absence days in their middle schools in this district. In 2002-03, the 
percentage of middle school teachers with continuing licenses was 77 and the percentage of 
classes taught by “highly qualified” middle school teachers was 53. The teacher turnover rate 
among middle school teachers was 15 percent. 
Cumberland County Schools 
Cumberland County Schools employs 3,418 teachers; has 15 middle schools and 13 
high schools; serves approximately 14,000 breakfasts and 37,800 lunches daily; and has a 
student enrollment of 12,171 middle schoolers and 16,241 high schoolers. In 2002-03, the 
student ethnic composition was 2 percent American Indian, 2 percent Asian, 50 percent 
Black, 6 percent Hispanic, and 41 percent Caucasian. Of these minority students, 37 percent 
of the minority students in this study achieved proficiency (level III or above on a 4-point 
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scale) on state mandated end-of-grade reading and math tests. The average class size for 
grade six was 25 students, 24 students in grade seven, and 23 students for grade eight. Each 
year schools in North Carolina receive several designations based on their performance on 
the state’s accountability tests. Those designations are awarded on the basis of the percentage 
of students performing at grade level and whether students have learned as much as they 
were expected to learn in one year. Accordingly, the percentage of middle school students in 
Cumberland County who exceeded expected growth by at least 10 percent was 38. The 
percentage of middle school students who reached expected growth was 25. The percentage 
of middle school students in the 90 percent range of students at grade level and made 
expected growth was six. The percentage of middle school students in the 80 to 89 percent 
range of students at grade level and made expected growth was 31. The percentage of middle 
school students in the 60 to 79 percent range of students at grade level and made expected 
growth or more was 19. The percentage of middle school students in the 60 to 100 percent 
range of students at grade level, but did not make expected growth was 38. No middle school 
made the state’s low performing designation in 2002-03. Despite average results on the states 
accountability testing program, Cumberland County Schools met 68 of their 77 AYP targets, 
38 percent of the middle schools made AYP, and 63 percent did not make AYP.  
Cumberland County Schools’ teachers used 29,329.77 sick leave days in 2002-03, for an 
average of 350 teacher absence days in the middle schools. In 2002-03, the percentage of 
middle school teachers with continuing licenses was 73 and the percentage of classes taught 
by “highly qualified” middle school teachers was 61. The teacher turnover rate among 
middle school teachers was 14 percent. 
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The Instrument 
This study collected data on teacher’s job satisfaction from the 2002 North Carolina 
Teacher Working Conditions survey. This survey was distributed to school personnel in 115 
of the state’s 117 school districts; 42,209 surveys were returned of which, 67 percent of the 
schools responded. At first glance, the individual teacher satisfaction survey results appear to 
have been aggregated to the school level. In other words, responses from individual teachers 
within each school were averaged to produce an overall school level of satisfaction.  
In this survey, 39 items measured teachers’ level of satisfaction with various aspects 
of working conditions in their school. The survey included five subscales: (1) seven 
questions dealing with teachers’ satisfaction with use of time; (2) eleven questions dealing 
teachers’ satisfaction with school facilities and resources; (3) nine questions dealing with 
teachers’ satisfaction with school leadership; (4) six questions dealing with teachers’ feelings 
about empowerment in their school; and (5) six questions dealing with teachers’ satisfaction 
with professional development activities in their school. The survey employed a 6-point 
Likert scale ranging from strongly disagree (1) to strongly agree (6). 
The survey was categorized into five sections: time, facilities and resources, school 
leadership, empowerment, and professional development. For each section, teachers were 
asked to rate how strongly they agreed with each statement. For example, under the section 
of time, teachers were asked how strongly they agreed with the statements “Teachers have 
time during regular hours to work on curriculum, classroom management, and individual 
instruction,” and “Teachers are protected from duties that interfere with their essential role of 
educating students.” Under the section of school leadership, teachers were asked to rate how 
strongly they agreed with such statements as “The principal is a strong, supportive, visible 
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education leader in the school,” and “School leaders at all levels shield teachers from 
disruptions, allowing teachers to focus on educating students.” 
The North Carolina Teacher Working Conditions survey was created specifically to 
address teacher’s satisfaction with working conditions in North Carolina public schools. 
Also, reliability procedures on all 39 items revealed a Cronbach’s Alpha score of .968 based 
on standardized items of 1,498 valid responses. Likewise, when processing the items by the 
five sections of the survey, a Cronbach’s Alpha score of .858 came back on section one of 
the survey which comprised seven questions – questions 1 through 7 having to do with time. 
There were 1,931 valid responses for this section. A Cronbach’s Alpha score of .891 came 
back on section two of the survey which comprised 11 questions – questions 8 through 18 
having to do with resources and facilities. There were 1,983 valid responses for this section. 
A Cronbach’s Alpha score of .934 came back on section three of the survey which comprised 
9 questions – questions 19 through 27 having to do with school leadership. There were with 
2,049 valid responses for this section. A Cronbach’s Alpha score of .915 came back on 
section four of the survey which comprised six questions – questions 28 through 33 having to 
do with empowerment. There were 2,119 valid responses for this section. And a Cronbach’s 
Alpha score of .935 came back on section five of the survey which comprised six questions – 
questions 34 through 39 having to do with professional development. There were 2,156 valid 
responses for this section. 
The literature supports the use of this survey in that use of time, having sufficient 
facilities and resources, school leadership, teacher empowerment and autonomy, and 
professional development contribute strongly to job satisfaction. Toward that end, teachers 
rated the existence of optimal working conditions in their school by stating their agreement 
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or disagreement with statements on the survey. Preliminary results of the survey are listed 
below (NC TWC Survey, 2003): 
(1) Overall, teachers are not satisfied with their conditions of work and feel 
least satisfied with the amount of time they have to do their jobs. 
(2) Teachers are most satisfied with school leadership but harbor mixed 
sentiments on issues of facilities, teacher empowerment, and 
professional development. 
(3) With the exception of issues related to time, elementary teachers were 
more satisfied with their conditions of work than their middle and high 
school peers. 
(4) Educators in smaller schools were more satisfied than their colleagues in 
mid-range and larger schools. 
(5) There were striking differences in perceptions between principals and 
teachers. 
 
Though similar in nature to other teacher job satisfaction surveys conducted by the 
National Center for Education Statistics (1997) and MetLife (2001; 2006), the North 
Carolina Teacher Working Conditions survey (2002) was the first survey designed 
specifically for North Carolina teachers but no validity or reliability studies had been 
conducted on this version of the survey. This survey appeared to be a good fit for analyzing 
working conditions for North Carolina teachers and the author decided to conducted 
reliability assessments on the sample used. 
Data Collection 
The study collected job satisfaction and demographic data related to school, teacher, 
and student characteristics for schools that participated in the North Carolina Teacher 
Working Conditions Survey (2002). The survey items were grouped in five sections: time, 
facilities and resources, school leadership, empowerment, and professional development. The 
data derived from a total of 2,900 teachers in 46 middle schools in the four urban school 
districts: Charlotte-Mecklenburg, Wake, Guilford and Cumberland. A summary report of the 
total survey responses by school and by school district was obtained. The data set for each 
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survey question by school came from the North Carolina Education Research Data Center 
housed at Duke University in Durham, North Carolina. The absence data on teachers from 
school districts were obtained from the North Carolina Department of Public Instruction 
Human Resource Management Division. 
Data on school, student, and teacher characteristics including school performance 
data came from the North Carolina School Report Cards for each urban school district. 
School Report Card data by district appear annually on the North Carolina Department of 
Public Instruction website at www.ncpublicschools.org. Student achievement was measured 
by students’ overall scores on reading and math end-of-grade tests for middle school students 
by school.  
Data Analysis 
Correlation procedures were used to analyze the influence of independent variables 
on job satisfaction. Correlation procedures will examine statistical differences among groups 
of subjects by determining if a significant prediction of subjects’ (school) scores on the 
dependent variable exists from knowledge of their group membership” (Grimm and Yarnold, 
2005). 
Correlation procedures may be used to predict events in educational settings. These 
analyses have been successfully used to determine the utility of a set of predictor variables 
for predicting another important event such as job satisfaction. Sample correlation coefficient 
is associated with a linear relationship between independent and the dependent variables. A 
relationship between two variables is considered linear if, as the independent variable 
increases, the dependent variable increases or decreases in equal units (Marascuilo and 
Serlin, 1988, p. 88). In nonlinear relationships between the independent and the dependent 
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variable, the sample correlation coefficient is invalid because it might underestimate the 
strength of the association (Marascuilo and Serlin, 1988, p. 89).  
The correlation coefficients obtained in this study depict the relationship that exists 
between the independent and dependent variables in the population from which the sample 
came and is represented by r and has a range from -1 to +1. The computational equation used 
to calculate Pearson r (Sprinthall, 1994, p. 211) in longhand is:  
                    ΣXY – (X) (Y) 
r =      N_____________ 
                SDXSDY 
 
Figure 2. The equation for calculating Pearson r 
 
Further, the null hypotheses in this study state that there is no correlation in the 
population, regardless of the value obtained from the sample (Sprinthall, 1994, p. 213). To 
test the null hypotheses and determine if any one should be rejected, the absolute value of r 
has to be equal to or greater than the critical table value r. In order to determine if a null 
hypothesis should be accepted, the absolute value of r has to be less than the critical table 
value r. In making these comparisons, the absolute value of r determines the significance of 
the correlation and a significant correlation means that the correlation between job 
satisfaction and an independent variable was not likely to be a result by chance. When 
determining significance, one of the following was the outcome: (1) reject H0 at the .05 level; 
(2) or accept H0. 
In this study, causal comparative correlation analyses determined which independent 
variables from the school, teacher and student categories contributed significantly to 
predicting the dependent variable, job satisfaction. Prediction simply means that estimated 
scores on one variable come from knowledge of scores on another variable (Hinkle, Wiersma 
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& Jurs, 1994). A causal comparative model shows that changes in one variable are not 
necessarily attributed to changes in another variable. In fact, in this study there are 
combinations of variables that are highly correlated and are thought to be accurate predictors 
of job satisfaction; but in reality, an accurate prediction does not imply that the predictor 
variable causes the dependent variable – job satisfaction (Hinkle, Wiersma & Jurs, 1994). In 
this case, the reader may infer causation through understanding the context in which the 
variables are operating.  
The correlation coefficient can indicate how much of the total variance of one 
variable can be associated with the variance of another variable (Hinkle, Wiersma, & Jurs, 
1994). In this instance, the higher the correlation between job satisfaction, school, teacher, 
and student variables, the larger the portion of the total variance in job satisfaction that can 
be associated with the variance in school, teacher and student variables. This association is 
depicted symbolically (Hinkle, Wiersma & Jurs, 1994) as, 
  
2 2 2 
s Y = s a + s B 
 
Figure 3. The portion of total variance associated with variances in independent variables. 
 
where , 
s
2y = the total variance in job satisfaction 
s
2
a = the variance in job satisfaction associated with differences in teacher, school 
and student variables 
s
2b = the variance in job satisfaction associated with other factors 
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The specific equation (Hinkle, Wiersma & Jurs, 1994, p. 119) for this association is:  
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Figure 4. The equation for calculating variance 
 
where,  
s
2
a = the variance in Y that is associated with the variance of X 
s
2y = the total variance of Y 
 
Though similar to analysis of variance procedures, correlation procedures are 
considered most appropriate for this study because the analysis of variance procedure 
determines that population means differ but cannot explain how the means differ (Marascuilo 
and Serlin, 1988, p. 473). Secondly, using analysis of variance to determine mean differences 
requires random sampling of the population as well as randomly assigning or manipulating 
independent variables. This study could only choose schools within the four urban districts in 
North Carolina whose teachers participated in the Teacher Working Conditions Survey 
(2002). Therefore using a causal comparative correlational research design was determined to 
be the best method for this study.  
The question this study attempts to answer is whether or not teachers’ job satisfaction 
is influenced by: 
School Characteristics: 
(1) student academic achievement in reading – (the higher the level of student 
achievement on end-of-grade reading tests, the higher the level of job 
satisfaction); 
(2) student academic achievement in math – (the higher the level of student 
achievement on end-of-grade math tests, the higher the level of job 
satisfaction); 
(3) school size – (the smaller the school size, the higher the level of teacher job 
satisfaction); 
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(4) teacher turnover rates – (the lower the rate of teacher turnover, the higher 
the level of job satisfaction); 
 
Teacher Characteristics: 
 
(5) teacher’s attendance – (the fewer sick leave days used, the higher the level 
of job satisfaction); 
(6) teacher’s years of teaching experience – (the more years of experience, the 
higher the level of job satisfaction); 
(7) teacher’s educational level – (the higher the percentage of teachers with 
advanced degrees, the higher the level of job satisfaction); 
(8) teacher’s licensure status – (the higher the percentage of fully licensed 
teachers, the higher the level of job satisfaction); 
 
Student Characteristics: 
 
(9) the percentage of minority students – (the lower the percentage of minority 
students proficient in math and reading, the lower the job satisfaction); 
(10) the percentage of economically disadvantaged students – (the lower the 
percentage of minority students proficient in math and reading, the lower the 
job satisfaction). 
 
The hypothesis is that teacher characteristics: teachers’ attendance, years of teaching 
experience, licensure status and educational levels; student characteristics: percent minority 
proficient and percent economically disadvantaged; and school characteristics: school size, 
school academic achievement, and teacher turnover all influence teachers’ job satisfaction.  
This hypothesis statement is illustrated below.  
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Figure 5. Job Satisfaction Variables 
 
Dependent Variable: Job Satisfaction 
The job satisfaction variable consisted of one score derived from the mean responses 
on the 39-item survey. Since much of the literature in this research area addresses the 
characteristics and situations that influence job satisfaction--among them being, the extent to 
which employees can collaborate with each other; the extent to which employees feel 
empowered to make decisions and carry out the goals of the organization; and the extent to 
which they view the organizational leadership structure as supportive of their needs and 
work– the author analyzed all 39 items of the survey. The job satisfaction score is 3.7. The 
survey questions are outlined in Appendix III. 
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Independent Variables: School Characteristics 
School characteristics included in this study consisted of the overall reading and math 
scores on end-of-grade tests for each middle school, teacher turnover percentages at each 
middle school, and the size of each middle school making up the sample population in this 
study. The size of a school, represented by student population, fell into one of three 
categories: small--a school with fewer than 500 students; medium--a school with not fewer 
than 500 but no more than 900 students; and large--a school with 900 or more students. Of 
the 46 middle schools, the school size range was 11 to 2,018 students in a middle school, 
with a mean 975 students in a middle school.  
The overall reading and math end-of-grade test scores fell into one of two categories: 
no recognition--expected growth not achieved; or high growth--expected growth achieved. In 
numerical terms, schools with overall reading and math scores that fell below 70 percent 
typically were considered no recognition schools and schools with overall reading and math 
scores that were above 70 percent typically were considered high growth schools. Of the 46 
middle schools included in this study, the percentage of students’ scores on the middle school 
end-of-grade math tests ranged from 19 percent to 96 percent with the mean falling around 
83 percent. Of the 46 middle schools included in this study, the percentage of students’ 
scores on the middle school end-of-grade reading tests ranged from 16 percent to 95 percent 
with the mean coming in at 79 percent.  
Teacher turnover refers to the rate at which teachers move from school to school 
within a North Carolina school district; from one North Carolina school district to another 
North Carolina school district; from a North Carolina school district to another school district 
out of state; and from the teaching profession altogether from the beginning of one school 
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year to the beginning of the next school year. Therefore, schools with teacher turnover rates 
greater than ten percent were considered to be of particular interest in predicting the level of 
job satisfaction. Teacher turnover rates in the 46 schools analyzed in this study ranged from 
10 percent to 52 percent, with the mean coming in at 29 percent. The table in Appendix VI 
displays the achievement scores, school size, and teacher turnover percentages of each 
middle school included in this study. Tables 1.1 and 1.2 below depict the means and ranges 
of these variables by LEA. The N represents the number of middle schools in each school 
district that participated in the Teacher Working Conditions Survey (2002). 
Table 1.1: Average Percent of Students Proficient in Reading and Math by School District 
LEA N 
% Proficient 
in Reading SD 
% Proficient  
in Math SD 
Charlotte 9 76 14.10 82 11.75 
Wake 19 87 6.41 90 4.75 
Guilford 6 74 14.05 80 11.44 
Cumberland 12 75 9.04 77 9.06 
 
Table 1.2: Mean School Sizes and Teacher Turnover Rates by School District 
LEA N Sch. Size SD Turnover SD 
Charlotte 9 1060 322.5 30.4 7.53 
Wake 19 1081 364.9 20.8 5.75 
Guilford 6 840 221.4 26.4 3.45 
Cumberland 12 872 217.8 37.0 9.04 
 
Independent Variables: Teacher Characteristics 
Teacher characteristics included teachers’ attendance records, teachers’ years of 
teaching experience, teachers’ licensure status, and teachers’ educational level. These 
characteristics are further defined by the following: teachers’ licensure status referred to the 
percentage of teachers with clear initial and clear continuing licenses. These two categories 
of teaching licenses delegate full licensure status by state guidelines. The percentages of fully 
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licensed teachers in the 46 middle schools in this study ranged from 48 percent to 93 percent, 
with the mean coming in at 75 percent. The percentage of teachers with advanced degrees 
referred to teachers with degrees beyond the bachelor’s degree level and ranged from 15 
percent to 36 percent, with the mean coming in at 24 percent. Teacher absences were 
determined by the total number of sick leave days used by teachers in each of the 46 middle 
schools in this study.  
Teacher absences ranged from 155 sick leave days to 966 sick leave days, with the 
mean coming in at 532 sick leave days. The average years of teaching experience for teachers 
in the 46 middle schools in this study ranged from 2.2 years of experience to 4.9 years of 
experience, with the mean coming in at 3.4 years of experience. The table in Appendix VI 
displays teachers’ sick leave days, the percentages of teachers with advanced degrees and full 
licensure status, and the years of teaching experience of teachers in each middle school 
included in this study. Tables 2.0 and 2.1 below depict the means and ranges of these 
variables by LEA. The N represents the number of middle schools in each school district that 
participated in the Teacher Working Conditions Survey (2002). 
Table 2.0: Means of Sick Leave Days Used and Teachers’ Years of Experience by School 
District 
LEA N 
Sick Leave 
Days Used SD 
Yrs. of 
Experience 
in Education SD 
Charlotte 9 500 163 3.27 2.00 
Wake 19 649 154 3.81 2.05 
Guilford 6 547 135 4.00 2.18 
Cumberland 12 420 125 2.96 2.05 
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Table 2.1: Means of Fully Licensed Teachers & Teachers with Advanced Degrees by School 
District 
LEA N 
% Fully 
Licensed SD 
% with 
Advanced 
Degrees SD 
Charlotte 9 71 11.98 26 6.13 
Wake 19 84 5.59 25 6.28 
Guilford 6 78 3.75 29 3.44 
Cumberland 12 70 16.02 20 4.68 
 
Independent Variables: Student Characteristics 
Student characteristics consisted of the percentages of minority students and the 
percentages of economically disadvantaged students who passed the end-of-grade tests in 
reading and math. Minority status and socio-economic status of students may be predictors of 
job satisfaction for teachers in terms of student’s perceptions of teacher’s high or low 
expectations, teacher’s caring about the academic and social well-being of their students, and 
the quality of teaching minority and low income students receive. Students qualifying for the 
federal free and reduced-priced lunch program made up the economically disadvantaged 
population at each school in this study. The percentages of economically disadvantaged 
students in the 46 schools analyzed in this study ranged from nine percent to 84 percent, with 
the mean coming in at 43 percent. The percentages of economically disadvantaged students 
who passed the state end-of-grade math and reading tests at the middle school level ranged 
from five percent to 78 percent, with the mean falling around 50 percent for the 46 middle 
schools in this study.  
The percentages of minority students in the 46 schools analyzed in this study ranged 
from nine percent to 92 percent, with the mean coming in at 52 percent. The percentages of 
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minority students who passed the state end-of-grade math and reading tests at the middle 
school level ranged from 5 percent to 59 percent with the mean falling around 30 percent.  
The table in Appendix VII displays the percentages of economically disadvantaged 
and the percentages of minority students at each middle school included in this study who 
achieved proficiency on both reading and math end-of-grade tests. Table 3.0 below depicts 
the means and ranges of these variables by school district. The N represents the number of 
middle school students in each school district that participated in the Teacher Working 
Conditions Survey (2002). 
Table 3.0: Means of Minority & Economically Disadvantaged Students by School District 
LEA N 
% 
Minority 
% 
Profic. SD 
% 
Econ. 
Disadv. 
% 
Profic. SD 
Charlotte 9,756 48 21 2.93 36 47 7.08 
Wake 19,429 41 30 4.79 24 59 7.54 
Guilford 4,730 57 34 8.53 54 53 23.56 
Cumberland 10,032 62 37 8.95 59 57 8.77 
 
Research Hypotheses 
The main hypothesis states that teachers’ levels of job satisfaction are influenced by 
certain school, student, and teacher characteristics.  The research questions state that 
teachers’ job satisfaction is influenced by: 
(1) student academic achievement in reading – (the higher the level of student 
achievement on end-of-grade reading tests, the higher the level of job 
satisfaction); 
(2) student academic achievement in math – (the higher the level of student 
achievement on end-of-grade math tests, the higher the level of job satisfaction); 
(3) school size – (the smaller the school size, the higher the level of teacher job 
satisfaction); 
(4) teacher turnover rates – (the lower the rate of teacher turnover, the higher the 
level of job satisfaction); 
(5) teacher’s attendance – (the fewer sick leave days used, the higher the level of 
job satisfaction); 
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(6) teacher’s years of teaching experience – (the more years of experience, the 
higher the level of job satisfaction); 
(7) teacher’s educational level – (the higher the percentage of teachers with 
advanced degrees, the higher the level of job satisfaction); 
(8) teacher’s licensure status – (the higher the percentage of fully licensed teachers, 
the higher the level of job satisfaction); 
(9) the percentage of minority students – (the lower the percentage of minority 
students proficient in math and reading, the lower the job satisfaction); 
(10) the percentage of economically disadvantaged students – (the lower the 
percentage of minority students proficient in math and reading, the lower the job 
satisfaction). 
 
 Stated differently using null hypotheses statements, this study addressed the 
following 10 conditions:  
(1) There is no relationship between a teacher’s job satisfaction level and a 
teacher’s attendance pattern. 
(2) There is no relationship between a teacher’s job satisfaction and a teacher’s 
years of teaching experience. 
(3) There is no relationship between a teacher’s job satisfaction and a teacher’s 
educational level. 
(4) There is no relationship between a teacher’s job satisfaction and a teacher’s 
licensure status. 
(5) There is no relationship between a teacher’s job satisfaction and the socio-
economic status of his or her students. 
(6) There is no relationship between a teacher’s job satisfaction and the percentage 
of minority students in his or her school 
(7) There is no relationship between a teacher’s job satisfaction and the math 
achievement of his or her students. 
(8) There is no relationship between a teacher’s job satisfaction and the reading 
achievement of his or her students. 
(9) There is no relationship between a teacher’s job satisfaction and the size of his 
or her school. 
(10) There is no relationship between a teacher’s job satisfaction and teacher 
turnover rates at the school. 
 
These hypotheses test whether the overall level of job satisfaction among urban 
middle school teachers is influenced by the above independent variables. For school 
characteristics, for example, the assumption was that the higher the academic achievement of 
students on end-of-grade math and reading tests, the higher the level of teacher job 
satisfaction. Likewise, the smaller the school size, the higher the level of teacher job 
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satisfaction. As well as, the lower the rate of teacher turnover in the school, the higher the 
level of teacher job satisfaction in the school as well. Conversely, low student academic 
achievement on end-of-grade reading and math tests, as well as larger school sizes and high 
turnover rates in these schools would indicate high levels of job dissatisfaction among 
teachers in these urban schools. 
Similarly, for each teacher characteristic, the assumption was that fewer sick leave 
days used would indicate a higher level of job satisfaction among urban middle school 
teachers; teachers with five or more years of experience would have higher levels of job 
satisfaction; and high percentages of fully licensed teachers as well as high percentages of 
teachers with advanced degrees would yield higher levels of job satisfaction among middle 
school teachers in these urban schools. Conversely, teachers with less than five years of 
teaching experience, higher numbers of sick leave days used, low percentages of fully 
licensed teachers, as well as low percentages of teachers with advanced degrees would 
indicate high levels of job dissatisfaction among teachers in these urban schools. 
Lastly, for each student characteristic, the assumption was that high percentages of 
minority students obtaining proficiency on end-of-grade tests in reading and math would 
indicate high levels of job satisfaction among teachers and high percentages of economically 
disadvantaged students obtaining proficiency on end-of-grade tests in reading and math 
would also indicate high levels of job satisfaction among teachers in those schools. 
Conversely, low percentages of minority and economically disadvantaged students passing 
end-of-grade tests in reading and math would suggest high levels of job dissatisfaction 
among middle school teachers in those urban schools. 
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Upon accepting or rejecting the above hypotheses, this study seeks to show that 
school organizations with teachers who are highly satisfied with their jobs, attend work 
regularly, and enjoy various outlets of collegiality and professional development, exhibit 
above average gains in student academic achievement on end-of-grade reading and math 
tests–more so than school organizations with teachers who are dissatisfied with their jobs, are 
absent from work regularly, and do not experience various outlets of collegiality and 
professional development. 
Research Design 
This study, correlational in nature, examined the relationships between job 
satisfaction of teachers by school and a range of predictor variables identified in the 
literature. Initially, the author correlated all variables of interest with the job satisfaction 
subscales taken from the Teacher Working Conditions Survey (2002). As stated, correlation 
is useful for understanding the dependent variable and indicates the degree of the relationship 
between the dependent variable and the predictor variables. With correlation, some or all of 
the shared variance between two variables, indexed by r2, may also be shared with the other 
predictor variables identified in this study. That is, correlation coefficients indicate the degree 
to which individual differences on one variable correspond to individual differences on 
another variable (Licht, 2005). Toward this end, the closer the correlation of the predictor 
variable to -1 or +1, the more significant the variable was to predicting or influencing job 
satisfaction. Also, intercorrelations between predictor variables were studied and interpreted 
according to the strength of their significance in influencing teacher’s job satisfaction levels 
(Licht, 2005). Regression toward the mean for job satisfaction (3.7) was taken into 
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consideration as well to determine the magnitude of the predictor variable correlations to the 
dependent variable, job satisfaction (Marascuilo and Serlin, 1988). 
Limitations of the Study 
Limitations include several facts. First, this study addressed teacher job satisfaction 
only in the four largest urban school districts in North Carolina. The author considered 
middle school student achievement on end-of-grade reading and math tests only. The 
relationship between middle school student absenteeism and achievement on end-of-grade 
reading and math tests received no attention. Lastly, data obtained was limited to the teachers 
and schools in the Charlotte-Mecklenburg, Wake, Guilford, and Cumberland school systems 
and included only those middle schools and teachers who participated in the Teacher 
Working Conditions Survey (2002).  
Chapter Summary 
This research assumed satisfied employees to be more inclined than dissatisfied 
employees to attend work regularly and work toward organizational goals thereby promoting 
organizational effectiveness. Based upon Frederick Herzberg’s motivation-hygiene theory as 
the conceptual framework and in relation to school organizational effectiveness, this study 
sought to establish a positive relationship between teachers’ job satisfaction and school, 
teacher, and student variables. Specifically, to determine if a significant relationship exists 
between job satisfaction and teacher’s years of teaching experience, teacher’s licensure 
status, teacher’s educational level, teacher’s attendance patterns, teacher turnover rates, 
school size, student achievement on end-of-grade math and reading tests, minority status and 
socio-economic status of students. It was hypothesized that a significant positive relationship 
would emerge from the correlation analyses of these variables. The survey instrument 
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appeared to have achieved its purpose in clarifying those working conditions that contribute 
to teachers’ job satisfaction. The survey is listed in Appendix III, and may be accessed on the 
North Carolina Professional Teaching Standards Commission website at 
http://www.ncptsc.org/. 
This chapter outlined job satisfaction, the dependent variable and the independent 
variables: school, teacher, and student characteristics. The sample population, the data, and 
data analysis were discussed. Lastly, the hypotheses were discussed and defined. 
Based upon the research design and methodology set forth here, findings of this 
research should provide education policy makers with more insights into workplace 
phenomena that influence teachers’ job satisfaction. In turn, this information may lead to 
useful discussions of effective ways to reduce teacher turnover and maintain a quality 
workforce. Moreover, determining if a significant relationship exists between teacher job 
satisfaction and school, teacher, and student characteristics serves as another way to examine 
and appraise school organizational structures and organizational behaviors that improve 
education. 
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Chapter 4: Research Findings 
Introduction 
This study assesses the influences of certain school, teacher, and student 
characteristics on middle school teachers’ job satisfaction in the four largest urban school 
systems in North Carolina. The focus is on the influence of school variables (student 
achievement on end-of-grade reading and math tests, school size, and teacher turnover rates); 
teacher variables (years of teaching experience, licensure status, educational level, and 
attendance patterns); and student variables (percent of minority and percent of economically 
disadvantaged students on teachers’ job satisfaction). The main hypothesis is that school, 
teacher, and student variables influence teachers’ job satisfaction. This research utilized 
Frederick Herzberg’s motivation-hygiene theory wherein the context and the content of a 
teacher’s job determines his or her job satisfaction. This theoretical framework guided the 
selection of the North Carolina Teacher Working Conditions Survey as the instrument to 
examine middle school teachers’ perceptions of their work environments: time to plan 
lessons and work with colleagues, principal leadership style, participation in professional 
development, condition of facilities and resources, meaningful inclusion in school decisions, 
and leadership’s acknowledgement of teacher’s decision-making skills. The literature 
presented explains the phenomena related to school teachers’ job satisfaction. 
In accordance with Herzberg’s motivation-hygiene theory, both content and context 
of the job (intrinsic and extrinsic factors) are needed to satisfy employees. Therefore, based 
on Herzberg’s motivation-hygiene theory, the satisfaction of school employees provide 
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information on the organizational effectiveness of the middle schools. This study analyzes 
the influences of school, teacher, and student characteristics on teachers’ job satisfaction 
attitudes. Consequently, in this study, job satisfaction is the dependent variable and the 
school, teacher, and student characteristics listed above are the independent variables. 
This chapter will discuss findings of teachers’ job satisfaction in 46 middle schools, 
how well Pearson’s r correlation procedures performed in determining which independent 
variables influenced teachers’ job satisfaction, and the chapter summary. 
Findings of this research should assist policy makers in reducing teacher turnover if 
there is a relationship between job satisfaction and school, teacher, and student 
characteristics. Likewise, if a relationship exists between job satisfaction and school 
characteristics, educators should increase support for teachers. 
The Study 
 
In this study, 46 middle schools with 2,900 teachers comprised the sample. 
Specifically, teachers’ answers to the 39 questions on the North Carolina Teacher Working 
Conditions Survey (2002) were analyzed in relation to variables believed to influence 
teachers’ job satisfaction. Those variables were: (1) reading academic achievement in the 
school, (2) math academic achievement in the school, (3) school size, (4) teacher turnover, 
(5) teacher’s attendance, (6) teacher’s years of teaching experience, (7) teacher’s educational 
level, (8) teacher’s licensure status, (9) the percent of minority students proficient in reading 
and math, and (10) percent of economically disadvantaged students proficient in reading and 
math. The Pearson r correlation statistic was used to analyze independent variables and their 
influence on teachers’ job satisfaction. The dependent variable, job satisfaction, was derived 
from the mean scores of teachers’ answers to the 39 questions on the survey. The correlation 
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coefficients depicted that a relationship existed between independent and dependent 
variables. Table 4.0 describes the school, teacher, and student variables analyzed in relation 
to their influence on teachers’ job satisfaction. 
Table 4.0: Description of Independent Variables 
 
# of Middle 
School Students 
# of Middle 
Schools # of Teachers 
Average 
School Size 
LEA LEA Sample LEA Sample LEA Sample LEA Sample 
Charlotte 29,207 9,756 32 9 1,354 620 968 1,084 
Wake 33,600 19,429 28 19 2,866 1,270 962 1,023 
Guilford 15,880 4,730 22 6 1,267 363 857 788 
Cumberland 12,171 10,032 15 12 1,321 647 722 717 
 % Turnover 
Average Sick 
Leave Days % Adv. Degrees 
% Fully 
Licensed 
LEA LEA Sample LEA Sample LEA Sample LEA Sample 
Charlotte 17 32 42.9 7.7 25 26 69 70 
Wake 11 21 22.0 9.3 27 25 85 84 
Guilford 15 26 34.3 8.7 28 29 77 78 
Cumberland 14 36 22.2 8.8 23 23 73 69 
  
EOG Reading 
% Proficient 
EOG Math % 
Proficient 
% Economically 
Disadvantaged % Minority 
LEA LEA Sample LEA Sample LEA Sample LEA Sample 
Charlotte 79 75 82 77 42 47 57  48 
Wake 88 86 88 88 69 24 39 41 
Guilford 82 72 82 78 47  53 53  57 
Cumberland 83 69 81 72 56  57 60  62 
 
The null hypotheses are: 
(1) There is no relationship between a teacher’s job satisfaction and a teacher’s 
attendance. 
(2) There is no relationship between a teacher’s job satisfaction and a teacher’s 
years of teaching experience. 
(3) There is no relationship between a teacher’s job satisfaction and a teacher’s 
educational level. 
(4) There is no relationship between a teacher’s job satisfaction and a teacher’s 
licensure status. 
(5) There is no relationship between a teacher’s job satisfaction and the 
percentage economically disadvantaged students. 
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(6) There is no relationship between a teacher’s job satisfaction and the 
percentage of minority students. 
(7) There is no relationship between a teacher’s job satisfaction and the math 
academic achievement of a school. 
(8) There is no relationship between a teacher’s job satisfaction and the reading 
academic achievement of a school. 
(9) There is no relationship between a teacher’s job satisfaction and the school 
size. 
(10) There is no relationship between a teacher’s job satisfaction and teacher 
turnover rates at the school. 
 
To test the hypotheses above and determine which should be rejected, the absolute 
value of r had to be equal to or greater than the critical value r for alpha set at .05 based on 
the expected directionality of the hypotheses. In order to determine if a null hypothesis 
should be accepted, the absolute value of r had to be less than the critical value r. 
In making these comparisons, the absolute value of r determined the significance of 
the correlation and a significant correlation meant that the correlation between job 
satisfaction and an independent variable was not likely to be a result by chance. The rule of 
thumb for interpreting r values is depicted in the figure below (Sprinthall, 1994, p. 216): 
     r value    Interpretation 
Less than .20 Slight; almost negligible relationship 
.20 to .40 Low correlation; definite but small relationship 
.40 to .70 Moderate correlation; substantial relationship 
.70 to .90 High correlation; marked relationship 
.90 to 1.00 Very high correlation; very dependable relationship 
Figure 6. Rules for Interpreting r Values 
 
When determining significance, one of the following was the outcome: (1) reject H0 at the 
.05 level or (2) accept H0. 
Participants included middle schools in the North Carolina’s four largest urban school 
districts (Charlotte-Mecklenburg, Wake, Guilford, and Cumberland). The findings are 
presented in the following sequence: (1) job satisfaction by school; (2) correlation analyses 
of the school variables by school; (3) correlation analyses of the teacher variables by school; 
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(4) correlation analyses of the student variables by school; (5) analysis of inter-item 
correlations, and (6) a summary. 
Because there were no psychometric data on this version of the North Carolina 
Teacher Working Conditions Survey (2002), tests were done to investigate the reliability of 
the instrument. Reliability refers to “the strength of the relationship between the observed 
score and the true score” (Suen, 1990, p. 28). The stronger the score the better the observed 
and true score reflect each other. The reliability of the total score is maximized when all 
items in the instrument have high discrimination power (Suen, 1990). Therefore, item 
reliability is maximized when both the item standard deviation and the point-biserial 
correlation between and the total score are high (Suen, 1990).  
The reliability tests revealed the survey had very high reliability statistics for all 39 
items with a Cronbach’s Alpha of .968 on 1,498 valid responses. When processing the items 
by the five sections of the survey, Cronbach’s Alpha on section one of the survey with 1,931 
valid responses was .858. This section comprised seven questions – questions 1 through 7 
having to do with time. Cronbach’s Alpha on section two of the survey with 1,983 valid 
responses was .891. This section comprised 11 questions – questions 8 through 18 having to 
do with resources and facilities. Cronbach’s Alpha on section three of the survey with 2,049 
valid responses was .934. This section comprised nine questions – questions 19 through 27 
having to do with school leadership. Cronbach’s Alpha on section four of the survey with 
2,119 valid responses was .915. This section comprised six questions – questions 28 through 
33 having to do with teacher empowerment. Cronbach’s Alpha on section five of the survey 
with 2,156 valid responses was .935. This section comprised six questions – questions 34 
through 39 having to do with professional development. With these strong statistics, it 
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appears this survey instrument is a highly reliable instrument to use for measuring teachers’ 
job satisfaction.  
The following summary tables display the means and standard deviations generated 
for the reliability tests of each survey category. In these charts N for each survey item 
represents the number of valid responses on each item. In the total, N represents the total 
number of questions in each category. 
Table 4.1: Survey Summary Statistics on Time 
  Mean SD N 
Q1 3.35 1.577 1931 
Q2 3.01 1.484 1931 
Q3 2.93 1.481 1931 
Q4 3.09 1.493 1931 
Q5 3.29 1.47 1931 
Q6 3.59 1.432 1931 
Q7 3.54 1.497 1931 
Total 3.258 2.224 7 
 
Table 4.2: Survey Summary Statistics on Facilities & Resources 
  Mean SD N 
Q8 4.03 1.465 1983 
Q9 3.85 1.593 1983 
Q10 3.76 1.622 1983 
Q11 3.42 1.565 1983 
Q12 3.56 1.59 1983 
Q13 4.16 1.551 1983 
Q14 4.01 1.588 1983 
Q15 3.06 1.557 1983 
Q16 4.04 1.521 1983 
Q17 3.65 1.365 1983 
Q18 3.84 1.458 1983 
Total 3.762 2.359 11 
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Table 4.3: Survey Summary Statistics on School Leadership 
  Mean SD N 
Q19 4.04 1.653 2049 
Q20 4.06 1.522 2049 
Q21 4.01 1.464 2049 
Q22 3.51 1.524 2049 
Q23 3.77 1.482 2049 
Q24 4.29 1.363 2049 
Q25 4.05 1.434 2049 
Q26 3.99 1.368 2049 
Q27 3.75 1.546 2049 
Total 3.94 2.21 9 
 
Table 4.4: Survey Summary Statistics on Teacher Empowerment 
  Mean SD N 
Q28 3.5 1.433 2119 
Q29 3.82 1.493 2119 
Q30 3.73 1.379 2119 
Q31 4.22 1.306 2119 
Q32 3.67 1.475 2119 
Q33 3.84 1.419 2119 
Total 3.796 2.018 6 
 
Table 4.5: Survey Summary Statistics on Professional Development 
  Mean SD N 
Q34 3.87 1.422 2156 
Q35 3.81 1.351 2156 
Q36 3.69 1.409 2156 
Q37 3.77 1.315 2156 
Q38 3.91 1.357 2156 
Q39 4.07 1.433 2156 
Total 3.852 1.729 6 
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Major Findings 
Job Satisfaction 
Teachers’ job satisfaction consisted of five areas: time, facilities and resources, 
school leadership, empowerment, and professional development. Table Appendix V displays 
the mean teacher survey responses in each middle school. The Likert Scale allowed for 
responses in the following format: 1 (strongly disagree), 2 (disagree), 3 (slightly disagree), 4 
(slightly agree), 5 (agree), and 6 (strongly agree). The mean response about time from the 
teachers in the 46 schools was 3.25 with a range of 2.4 to 3.9. The mean response about 
facilities and resources from these teachers was 3.76 with a range of 2.5 to 4.5. The mean 
response about school leadership from these teachers was 3.94 with a range of 2.4 to 5.0. The 
mean response about teacher empowerment was 3.79 with a range of 2.1 to 4.9. And the 
mean response about professional development was 3.85 with a range of 2.6 to 4.7. Table 4.6 
depicts means scores and standard deviations by school district. The N represents the number 
of respondents in each school district that participated in the survey.  
Table 4.6: Survey Subcategory Mean Scores by School District 
  Charlotte Wake Guilford Cumberland 
Survey Scale N Mean (SD) N Mean (SD) N Mean (SD) N Mean (SD) 
Time 310 3.37 (1.11) 725 3.33 (1.11) 224 2.67 (.906) 672 3.32 (1.06) 
Facilities & 
Resources 306 3.49 (1.15) 723 4.05 (1.00) 231 3.44 (1.03) 723 3.68 (1.01) 
School 
Leadership 332 4.04 (1.20) 771 4.02 (1.14) 240 3.36 (1.04) 706 3.99 (1.26) 
Empowerment 339 3.76 (1.21) 783 3.99 (1.12) 245 3.17 (1.06) 752 3.80 (1.21) 
Professional 
Development 336 3.82 (1.24) 801 3.95 (1.17) 246 3.37 (1.15) 773 3.91 (1.18) 
 
 The overall average job satisfaction score derived from teachers’ responses was 3.7 
(SD = .997) with a range of 3.17 to 3.91 in the four school districts. The number of valid 
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responses calculated was 1498. Table 4.7 depicts the job satisfaction means scores and 
standard deviations by school district. The N represents the number of respondents in each 
school district that participated in the survey. 
Table 4.7: Total Job Satisfaction Mean Scores by School District 
Charlotte Wake Guilford Cumberland 
N Mean (SD) N Mean (SD) N Mean (SD) N Mean (SD) 
243 3.64 (1.03) 560 3.89 (.935) 177 3.17 (.835) 518 3.75 (1.02) 
 
Mean scores lower than 3.0 to 4.0 and higher than 3.0 and 4.0 were considered; with 
3.0 and 4.0 serving as the neutral points based on the 6-point Likert scale used in the North 
Carolina Teacher Working Conditions Survey. When mean scores were above the neutral 
points, teachers’ job satisfaction attitudes were considered positive. When mean scores fell 
below the neutral points, teachers’ job satisfaction attitudes were considered negative and 
indicated dissatisfaction. 
School Variables 
No statistical relationship existed between job satisfaction and school size (r = -.025) 
and teacher turnover (r = -.146); however small but definite relationships existed between job 
satisfaction and overall reading (r = .238) and overall math (r = .220) at the .05 significance 
level, where N = 46, the total number of middle schools in the study. Table 5.0 displays the 
correlations, means, and standard deviations associated with these school variables. 
Table 5.0: Correlations, Means and Standard Deviations of School Variables 
* = significant at alpha < .05 
 
School Variable 
 
Mean 
 
SD 
Expected 
Direction of r 
 
r 
Probability 
of r 
Overall Reading 79.23 12.70 + .238* .125 
Overall Math 82.74 11.70 + .220* .157 
School Size 936.14 333.11 - -.025 .876 
Teacher Turnover 27.42 9.04 - -.146 .349 
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Academic Achievement: Reading 
In relation to hypotheses #1, these analyses suggest a small significant relationship 
between job satisfaction and academic achievement in reading; thereby rejecting the null 
hypotheses that there is no significant relationship between job satisfaction and academic 
achievement in reading. 
Academic Achievement: Math 
In relation to hypothesis #2, these analyses suggest a small significant relationship 
exists between job satisfaction and academic achievement in math; thereby rejecting the null 
hypothesis that there is no significant relationship between job satisfaction and academic 
achievement in math. 
School Size 
In relation to hypothesis #3, these analyses suggest that no significant relationship 
exists between job satisfaction and school size; thereby, accepting the null hypothesis that 
there is no significant relationship between job satisfaction and school size. 
Teacher Turnover 
In relation to hypothesis #4, these analyses suggest that no significant relationship 
exists between job satisfaction and teacher turnover; thereby, accepting the null hypothesis 
that there is no significant relationship between job satisfaction and teacher turnover. 
Teacher Variables 
No statistical relationship exists between job satisfaction and teacher’s years of 
teaching experience (r = -.002), percent of fully licensed teachers (r = .186), teacher’s sick 
leave days used (r = .021) and percent of teachers with advanced degrees (r = .204) at the .05 
significance level, where N = 46, the total number of middle schools in the study. Table 6.0 
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displays the correlations, means, and standard deviations associated with these teacher 
variables. 
Table 6.0: Correlations, Means and Standard Deviations of Teacher Variables. 
Teacher Variable Mean SD 
 
Expected 
Direction of r 
 
 
r 
 Probability 
of r 
Sick Leave Days Used 535.18 180.74 - 0.021 .893 
Years of Experience in 
Education 3.58 0.731 
 
- -0.002 .989 
Percent of Advanced Degrees 24.74 6.22 
 
- 0.204 .189 
Percent Fully Licensed 76.91 11.14 + 0.186 .232 
 
Teacher Attendance 
In relation to hypothesis #5, these analyses suggest that no significant relationship 
exists between job satisfaction and teacher’s attendance; thereby, accepting the null 
hypothesis that there is no significant relationship between job satisfaction and teacher’s 
attendance. 
Teacher’s Years of Teaching Experience 
In relation to hypothesis #6, these analyses suggest that no significant relationship 
exists between job satisfaction and teacher’s years of teaching experience; thereby, accepting 
the null hypothesis that there is no significant relationship between job satisfaction and 
teacher’s years of teaching experience. 
Teacher’s Educational Level 
In relation to hypothesis #7, these analyses suggest that no significant relationship 
exists between job satisfaction and teacher’s educational levels; thereby, accepting the null 
hypothesis that there is no significant relationship between job satisfaction and a teacher’s 
educational level. 
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Teacher’s Licensure Status 
In relation to hypothesis #8, these analyses suggest that no significant relationship 
exists between job satisfaction and teacher’s licensure status; thereby, accepting the null 
hypothesis that there is no significant relationship between job satisfaction and teacher’s 
licensure status. 
Student Variables 
No statistical relationship exists between job satisfaction and the percent of minority 
students proficient in both math and reading (r = .131) at the .05 significance level. A small 
but definite statistical relationship exists between job satisfaction and the percent of 
economically disadvantaged students proficient in both math and reading (r = .254) at the .05 
significance level, where N = 46, the total number of middle schools in the study. Table 7.0 
displays the correlations, means, and standard deviations associated with these student 
variables. 
Table 7.0: Correlations, Means and Standard Deviations of Student Variables 
* = significant at alpha < .05 
 
Percent of Minority Students 
In relation to hypothesis #9, these analyses suggest that no significant relationship 
exists between job satisfaction and the percent of minority students proficient in both math 
and reading; thereby, accepting the null hypothesis that there is no significant relationship 
between job satisfaction and percent of economically disadvantaged students. 
 
 
Student Variable 
 
Mean 
 
SD 
Expected 
Direction of r 
 
r 
Probability 
of r 
Percent Minority 30.70 9.423 - .131 .404 
Percent Econ. Disadvantaged 54.23 12.9637 + .254* .100 
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Percent of Economically Disadvantaged Students 
In relation to hypothesis #10, these analyses suggest that a significant relationship 
exists between job satisfaction and the percent of economically disadvantaged students 
proficient in both math and reading; thereby rejecting the null hypothesis that there is no 
significant relationship between job satisfaction and percent of economically disadvantaged 
students. 
Inter-Item Correlations 
An inter-item correlation matrix is presented in Appendix IX and displays all 
correlation statistics calculated for each independent variable and job satisfaction subscale. 
Specifically, the following variables moderately correlated with the job satisfaction subscale 
– Facilities and Resources: percent of fully licensed teachers (r = .407); overall reading (r = 
.491); overall math (r = .495); and teacher turnover (r = -.333). Also, the following low 
correlations between the job satisfaction subscale – facilities and resources occurred: sick 
leave days used (r = .257) and percent of economically disadvantaged (r = .263). Low 
correlations also occurred between percent of teachers with advanced degrees and the job 
satisfaction subscales school leadership (r = .202), empowerment (r = .282) and professional 
development (r = .206). And low correlations occurred between the job satisfaction subscale 
empowerment and the percent of economically disadvantaged students proficient in math and 
reading (r = .248; overall reading (r = .242), and overall math (r = .215). 
Summary of Findings 
 In summary, these findings suggest no statistically significant relationship exists 
between job satisfaction and school size, teacher turnover, teacher’s attendance, years of 
teaching experience, educational level, licensure status, and the percent of minority students 
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proficient in math and reading. However, a statistically significant relationship does exist 
between job satisfaction and academic achievement in math and reading as well as the 
percent of economically disadvantaged students proficient in both math and reading. 
Chapter Summary 
This study sought to determine if certain school, teacher, and student characteristics 
significantly influenced teacher’s job satisfaction and hoped that a significant positive 
relationship between teachers’ job satisfaction levels and the ten variables grouped by school, 
teacher, and student characteristics would emerge. In this chapter, the author presented the 
results revealed from conducting Pearson’s r correlation statistics. The results of these 
analyses led the author to accept seven and reject three of the null hypotheses outlined in this 
chapter; thus, determining that only three of the independent variables were significantly 
correlated to teacher’s levels of job satisfaction. 
The final chapter will present conclusions drawn from the analyses of these findings. 
A discussion of the implications and suggestions for future research will also be presented. 
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Chapter 5: Conclusions and Recommendations 
This is a summary of the findings, data collection procedures, and data analysis 
methods. Research questions and statistical results are discussed. Findings about the 
influence of school, teacher, and student variables and teachers’ job satisfaction are 
discussed. Implications and conclusions drawn from the results are discussed and 
recommendations are made for educational policy makers. 
The Study 
Improving employee job satisfaction is receiving attention in the public sector to 
improve education. The complexity of job satisfaction resides in the fact that if teachers are 
satisfied with their jobs they enjoy intrinsic and extrinsic rewards (Herzberg, 1976, p. 58). 
But, what produces job satisfaction in one teacher may not produce job satisfaction in 
another. Or, the context of teaching may or may not be constant for all teachers. Based upon 
Herzberg’s motivation-hygiene theory, the job satisfaction of urban middle school teachers 
may be influenced by school, teacher and student characteristics. This study explains work 
variables affecting teachers’ job satisfaction. Independent variables in this study appear 
connected to Herzberg’s theory of motivation and guide the research question: do school, 
teacher, and student variables influence teachers’ job satisfaction?  
Using correlation statistics the hypotheses results are: 
1. There was a relationship between teacher’s job satisfaction and school academic 
achievement in reading. 
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2. There was a relationship between teacher’s job satisfaction and school academic 
achievement in math. 
3. There was no relationship between teacher’s job satisfaction and school size. 
4. There was no relationship between teacher’s job satisfaction and teacher 
turnover. 
5. There was no relationship between teacher’s job satisfaction and a teacher’s 
attendance. 
6. There was no relationship between teacher’s job satisfaction and a teacher’s 
years of experience in teaching. 
7. There was no relationship between teacher’s job satisfaction and a teacher’s 
educational level. 
8. There was no relationship between teacher’s job satisfaction and a teacher’s 
licensure status. 
9. There was no relationship between teachers’ job satisfaction and the percent of 
minority students proficient in reading and math. 
10. There was a relationship between teacher’s job satisfaction and the percent of 
economically disadvantaged students proficient in reading and math. 
Teacher responses were limited to teachers from middle schools in four urban school 
districts: Charlotte-Mecklenburg, Wake, Guilford, and Cumberland school systems. The 
sample included 46 middle schools with 2,900 teachers. 
Analyses 
The Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS), Version 15 was used to 
analyze data collected from the North Carolina Teacher Working Conditions Survey (2002). 
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Statistics provided a profile of the respondent districts as well as Pearson r correlations to 
determine the significant differences among the independent and dependent variables. The 
correlation coefficients obtained depict the relationship between the independent and 
dependent variables in the population of 46 middle schools. Correlations determined which 
independent variables contributed to predicting the dependent variable, job satisfaction at the 
.05 level of significance. 
Discussion 
Survey results within schools in the four districts showed that teachers’ main 
concerns in relation to job satisfaction revolved around time, facilities and resources, and 
moderately around empowerment and professional development. For example, in 
Cumberland County, teachers in three out of 12 middle schools expressed dissatisfaction 
with time and school resources: school # 372 (mean = 2.87; N = 33; SD = .85099), facilities 
and resources (mean = 2.57; n = 32; SD = .70699), and school leadership (mean = 2.52; n = 
34; SD = .82666); school #406 (mean = 3.21; n = 37; SD = 1.15) and school #425 (mean = 
3.28; n = 38; SD = .97910) both for facilities and resources. Likewise in Guilford County, 
teachers in five of the six middle schools expressed dissatisfaction with time and moderate 
dissatisfaction with facilities and resources. School # 325 (mean =2.58; n = 34; SD = 1.08) 
and school # 415 (mean = 2.28; n = 36; SD = .79612) expressed the most dissatisfaction with 
time. Other examples of teachers’ dissatisfaction with time and facilities and resources are 
found in Wake County in school # 594 (mean = 2.54; n = 31; SD = 1.20) for time and in 
Charlotte-Mecklenburg in school # 509 (mean = 2.50; n = 27; SD = .83028) for facilities and 
resources. In the areas of empowerment and professional development, teachers in one out of 
six middle schools in Guilford County expressed the most dissatisfaction: school # 415 
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(mean = 2.48; n = 38; SD = .87455) empowerment and (mean = 2.83; n = 37; SD = 1.217) 
professional development. Table 8.0 gives a partial display of the mean responses of middle 
school teachers by school district and school code Guilford County. 
Table 8.0: Guilford County Middle School Teacher Survey Response Means  
Mean 2.5840 2.9429 3.6316 
N 34 35 38 
Std. 
Deviation 1.08931 1.02475 1.11982 
Minimum 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Sch Code 325 
Maximum 5.00 5.09 5.89 
Mean 3.0639 3.5061 3.5185 
N 38 37 42 
Std. 
Deviation 0.69645 0.87684 0.88266 
Minimum 1.86 1.27 1.67 
Sch Code 367 
Maximum 5.14 4.91 5.67 
 
 
Mean 
 
 
2.9130 
 
 
3.5909 
 
 
3.6667 
N 23 22 25 
Std. 
Deviation 1.03710 0.86506 0.91174 
Minimum 1.43 1.55 1.67 
 
 
Sch Code 391 
Maximum 5.43 5.27 5.22 
Mean 2.2817 3.0831 2.6235 
N 36 35 36 
Std. 
Deviation 0.79612 0.84028 0.83414 
Minimum 1.00 1.55 1.00 
Sch Code 415 
Maximum 4.14 5.00 4.22 
Mean 2.6307 3.1480 3.1816 
N 41 43 41 
Std. 
Deviation 0.81815 0.97308 0.95509 
Minimum 1.29 1.45 1.00 
Sch Code 493 
Maximum 5.29 5.91 5.44 
Mean 2.6429 4.0847 3.5556 
N 52 59 58 
Std. 
Deviation 0.89169 1.03403 1.12371 
Minimum 1.14 1.09 1.89 
LEA 410 
Sch Code 565 
Maximum 5.00 5.91 6.00 
 98  
Mean 2.6728 3.4459 3.3690 
N 224 231 240 
Std. 
Deviation 0.90665 1.03597 1.04371 
Minimum 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Total 
Maximum 5.43 5.91 6.00 
 
Teacher’s responses to the survey items resembled findings in the MetLife Teacher 
Job Satisfaction discussed earlier in chapter one; but in sum by school district, showed 
moderate agreement with the 39 items on the job satisfaction survey. The explanation for this 
finding may have to do with the varying sample sizes of the four urban school districts.  
Further, the correlation analyses conducted did not yield the relationships between the 
independent and dependent variables the author hoped. Instead, the correlations of each 
independent variable (school, teacher and student characteristics) with the dependent variable 
(job satisfaction) indicated slight to marginal relationships. It is suspected that these 
negligible results can be attributed in part to varying sample sizes of the individual middle 
schools in the four school districts chosen for this study and in part to the number of survey 
items to which some teachers did not respond.  
 The inter-item correlations discovered in these analyses correspond to the literature 
cited regarding school culture and student achievement with regard to teacher expectations 
for minority and economically disadvantaged students (Thacker and McInerney, 1992), the 
developmental focus of job satisfaction with regard to teacher empowerment and 
professional development (Katzenmeyer and Moller, 2001), and the general content and 
context of jobs that contribute to satisfaction among teachers with regard to intrinsic and 
extrinsic motivators such as school leadership, autonomy, recognition and the like (Henry, 
1994; Herzberg, 1957). 
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Implications 
Findings imply that school policy makers should continue to assess teachers’ working 
conditions that cause of their dissatisfaction. The majority of findings indicate that school, 
teacher, or student variables do not influence teachers’ satisfaction. However, findings did 
indicate that the socio-economic status of students marginally influenced teachers’ 
satisfaction. In line with Herzberg’s motivation-hygiene theory, several factors can motivate 
an employee depending on employee’s perceptions of the content and context of the jobs. 
Though this study did not confirm the assumptions that all school, teacher, and student 
variables influence teachers’ job satisfaction, it did confirm the assumption that the percent 
of economically disadvantaged students influences teachers’ job satisfaction. 
Simply stated, the findings in this study reveal that the nature of job satisfaction for 
individual employees is fickle in that the perception of one employee’s job content and job 
context can be different from another employee’s. What one employee values in his or her 
job content or context may not be the same as what another employee in the same job content 
or context values. Management may change a variety of factors to improve the context of an 
employee’s job; but again, those changes may or may not result in increased job satisfaction 
for the employee due to differing values among employees. Nevertheless, school 
administrators and policy makers must remain aware of all the intrinsic and extrinsic aspects 
of the teaching environment that potentially contribute to teacher’s job satisfaction attitudes. 
Though teacher’s educational levels did not prove to correlate significantly with teacher’s job 
satisfaction, the inter-item correlation of the percent of fully licensed teachers in a school and 
the overall reading and overall math achievement of students in a school indicate that 
teacher’s educational levels are important, as does the inter-item correlation of the years of 
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teaching experience and teacher turnover. Towards this end, it is believed that in middle 
schools where 75% or fewer of the teachers were fully licensed, those teachers are prey to the 
development of dissatisfaction with their jobs and the lowering of standards for themselves 
and their students. Similarly, it is believed that since beginning teachers tend to become 
disenchanted with teaching during their first three years, teachers who stick with the job 
longer than three years are likely to achieve and maintain positive job satisfaction attitudes. 
Recommendations 
In completing this research, significant relationships between teacher’s job 
satisfaction and various school, student, and teacher variables were not determined. The 
reliability statistics derived for the North Carolina Teacher Working Conditions survey 
suggested strong job satisfaction item reliability on the survey; but, in actuality, the survey 
did not prove to be a good measure of teachers’ job satisfaction. Construct validity problems 
with this survey suggest that job satisfaction may not be measured using this instrument. 
Therefore, it may not be advantageous to a school district to use a survey like this one to 
capture teachers’ job satisfaction. Also, teacher’s self-reports of their attitudes toward their 
working conditions proved to be unreliable in that the number of valid responses obtained 
within survey subscales was so varied, ranging from 1498 to 2258 valid responses. Teacher’s 
choices to answer some questions and not others are curious and suggest teachers have a 
fickle attitude toward what causes them to maintain job satisfaction. As such, 
recommendations for further research include: 
1. Comparing job satisfaction attitudes of teachers in low performing and high 
performing school districts; examining areas of overlap. 
2. Examining correlational variables that go beyond climate survey perceptions. 
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3. Comparing teacher attendance patterns and student attendance patterns; 
examining areas of overlap. 
4. Investigating job satisfaction attitudes of teachers working in alternative schools. 
5. Identifying characteristic trends of teachers who decide to leave the teaching 
profession. 
6. Examining job environment needs of beginning teachers with fewer than three 
years of experience. 
The increasing need for recruiting and retaining highly qualified teachers at all school 
levels warrants more research in the above areas. As future decisions are made regarding 
improving teacher recruitment and retention efforts, it is hoped that the data provided in this 
study will in some way be useful to school policy makers and lawmakers. 
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Appendix I: 
 
 
Performance 
(accomplishment) 
Intrinsic 
rewards 
Extrinsic 
rewards 
Perceived 
equitable 
rewards 
Satisfaction 
Lawler & Porter’s (1967) Path Goal Theoretical Model: 
Satisfaction-Performance Relationship 
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Appendix II: 
Steers & Rhodes (1978) Process Model: Major influences on employee attendance. 
 
 3. Personal Characteristics 
Education 
Tenure 
Age 
Sex 
Family Size 
2. Employee Values & Job 
Expectations 
1. Job Situation 
Job Scope 
Job Level 
Role Stress 
Work group size 
Leader style 
Co-worker 
relations 
Opportunity 
for advancement 
7. Ability to attend 
Illness & accidents 
Family responsibilities 
Transportation problems 
4. Satisfaction 
with job situation 
6. Attendance 
Motivation 
 
8. Employee 
Attendance 
5. Pressure to Attend 
Economic/market conditions 
Incentive/reward system 
Work group norms 
Personal work ethic 
Organizational commitment 
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Appendix III:  
NC Teacher Working Conditions Survey 
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Appendix IV: 
Critical r Values Chart 
 
Critical values of r for the Pearson correlation coefficient 
(degrees of freedom = number of pairs of scores - 2). 
Level of significance for two-tailed test 
df α = .05 α = .01 Df α = .05 α = .01 
1 0.997 0.9999 21 0.413 0.526 
2 0.950 0.990 22 0.404 0.515 
3 0.878 0.959 23 0.396 0.505 
4 0.811 0.917 24 0.388 0.496 
5 0.754 0.874 25 0.381 0.487 
6 0.707 0.834 26 0.374 0.479 
7 0.666 0.798 27 0.367 0.471 
8 0.632 0.765 28 0.361 0.463 
9 0.602 0.735 29 0.355 0.456 
10 0.576 0.708 30 0.349 0.449 
11 0.553 0.684 35 0.325 0.418 
12 0.532 0.661 40 0.304 0.393 
13 0.514 0.641 45 0.288 0.372 
14 0.497 0.623 50 0.273 0.354 
15 0.482 0.606 60 0.25 0.325 
16 0.468 0.59 70 0.232 0.302 
17 0.456 0.575 80 0.217 0.283 
18 0.444 0.561 90 0.205 0.267 
19 0.433 0.549 100 0.195 0.254 
20 0.423 0.537    
 
Sprinthall, 1994, p. 216 
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Appendix V: 
Job Satisfaction Survey Response Means for Cumberland County 
 
LEA - School District School Code   time facilandresou schldrshp 
Sch Code 358 Mean 3.4699 4.1162 4.3248 
 
N 38 36 39 
 
Std. Deviation 0.97961 1.00497 1.02863 
 
Minimum 1.57 1.91 2.44 
  
Maximum 5.71 5.91 6.00 
Sch Code 365 Mean 3.9938 4.2764 4.1508 
 
N 23 25 28 
 
Std. Deviation 1.00599 0.86023 1.10955 
 
Minimum 1.29 2.64 1.00 
  
Maximum 5.29 5.91 5.67 
Sch Code 368 Mean 3.6387 3.8182 5.0588 
 
N 17 14 17 
 
Std. Deviation 0.88801 0.82012 0.81092 
 
Minimum 1.71 2.45 3.00 
  
Maximum 5.14 5.45 6.00 
Sch Code 369 Mean 3.3810 4.4575 4.4785 
 
N 57 62 62 
 
Std. Deviation 1.04013 0.83579 1.03248 
 
Minimum 1.57 1.45 1.00 
 
Maximum 5.57 5.91 6.00 
Sch Code 371 Mean 3.3985 3.7374 3.7444 
 
N 19 18 20 
 
Std. Deviation 0.55036 0.69367 1.22890 
 
Minimum 2.00 2.64 1.56 
  
Maximum 4.43 5.27 6.00 
Sch Code 372 Mean 2.8745 2.5739 2.5261 
 
N 33 32 34 
 
Std. Deviation 0.85099 0.70699 0.82666 
 
Minimum 1.14 1.18 1.00 
  
Maximum 4.43 4.18 4.44 
Sch Code 383 Mean 3.6753 4.4008 4.1481 
 
N 44 44 48 
 
Std. Deviation 0.99518 1.06746 1.07978 
 
Minimum 1.57 1.45 1.56 
LEA 260 
  
Maximum 5.57 5.91 5.89 
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Job Satisfaction Survey Response Means for Cumberland County continued 
 
LEA - School District School Code   time facilandresou schldrshp 
Sch Code 406 Mean 3.2124 3.6176 3.7177 
 
N 37 34 37 
 
Std. Deviation 1.15402 1.19725 1.46275 
 
Minimum 1.00 1.18 1.22 
  
Maximum 5.14 5.64 6.00 
Sch Code 413 Mean 3.9121 3.2667 4.6296 
 
N 13 15 15 
 
Std. Deviation 1.08411 1.11577 1.00849 
 
Minimum 1.71 1.82 2.44 
  
Maximum 5.71 5.18 5.78 
Sch Code 425 Mean 3.2857 3.6864 3.9414 
 
N 38 40 36 
 
Std. Deviation 0.97910 0.80472 1.27615 
 
Minimum 1.43 2.27 1.33 
  
Maximum 5.43 5.91 6.00 
Sch Code 428 Mean 3.7100 4.5091 4.8203 
 
N 33 35 34 
 
Std. Deviation 1.12796 0.87063 1.29201 
 
Minimum 1.57 2.09 1.56 
  
Maximum 5.71 5.64 6.00 
Sch Code 454 Mean 3.1750 3.4249 3.8677 
 
N 320 368 336 
 
Std. Deviation 1.09505 0.87255 1.23418 
 
Minimum 1.29 1.82 1.00 
  
Maximum 5.86 5.73 6.00 
Total Mean 3.3221 3.6872 3.9954 
 
N 672 723 706 
 
Std. Deviation 1.06787 1.01138 1.26078 
 
Minimum 1.00 1.18 1.00 
 
  
Maximum 5.86 5.91 6.00 
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Job Satisfaction Survey Response Means for Guilford County 
 
LEA - School District School Code   time facilandresou schldrshp 
Mean 2.5840 2.9429 3.6316 
N 34 35 38 
Std. Deviation 1.08931 1.02475 1.11982 
Minimum 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Sch Code 325 
Maximum 5.00 5.09 5.89 
Mean 3.0639 3.5061 3.5185 
N 38 37 42 
Std. Deviation 0.69645 0.87684 0.88266 
Minimum 1.86 1.27 1.67 
Sch Code 367 
Maximum 5.14 4.91 5.67 
Mean 2.9130 3.5909 3.6667 
N 23 22 25 
Std. Deviation 1.03710 0.86506 0.91174 
Minimum 1.43 1.55 1.67 
Sch Code 391 
Maximum 5.43 5.27 5.22 
Mean 2.2817 3.0831 2.6235 
N 36 35 36 
Std. Deviation 0.79612 0.84028 0.83414 
Minimum 1.00 1.55 1.00 
Sch Code 415 
Maximum 4.14 5.00 4.22 
Mean 2.6307 3.1480 3.1816 
N 41 43 41 
Std. Deviation 0.81815 0.97308 0.95509 
Minimum 1.29 1.45 1.00 
Sch Code 493 
Maximum 5.29 5.91 5.44 
Mean 2.6429 4.0847 3.5556 
N 52 59 58 
Std. Deviation 0.89169 1.03403 1.12371 
Minimum 1.14 1.09 1.89 
Sch Code 565 
Maximum 5.00 5.91 6.00 
Mean 2.6728 3.4459 3.3690 
N 224 231 240 
Std. Deviation 0.90665 1.03597 1.04371 
Minimum 1.00 1.00 1.00 
LEA 410 
Total 
Maximum 5.43 5.91 6.00 
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Job Satisfaction Survey Response Means for Charlotte-Mecklenburg 
 
LEA - School District School Code   time facilandresou schldrshp 
Sch Code 333 Mean 3.8049 4.0475 4.7372 
 
N 52 44 52 
 
Std. Deviation 1.05284 1.06460 1.06461 
 
Minimum 1.29 1.64 1.11 
  
Maximum 6.00 5.64 6.00 
Sch Code 341 Mean 3.3306 3.3077 3.8889 
 
N 35 39 39 
 
Std. Deviation 1.30277 1.15870 1.30824 
 
Minimum 1.43 1.27 1.00 
  
Maximum 5.86 5.73 6.00 
Sch Code 351 Mean 3.1250 2.9681 3.7442 
 
N 40 37 43 
 
Std. Deviation 0.95924 0.98081 1.06202 
 
Minimum 1.43 1.00 1.44 
  
Maximum 5.00 4.73 6.00 
Sch Code 353 Mean 3.3197 3.7512 3.4603 
 
N 21 19 21 
 
Std. Deviation 0.92461 0.80222 0.84495 
 
Minimum 1.57 1.91 2.00 
  
Maximum 4.86 5.27 5.00 
Sch Code 394 Mean 3.5886 3.9266 4.4087 
 
N 25 26 28 
 
Std. Deviation 0.96214 1.27221 1.06619 
 
Minimum 1.71 1.45 2.22 
  
Maximum 5.14 5.55 5.89 
Sch Code 399 Mean 3.2298 4.0473 4.6435 
 
N 23 25 24 
 
Std. Deviation 1.34201 0.85366 1.04898 
 
Minimum 1.00 2.00 1.67 
  
Maximum 5.43 6.00 5.78 
Sch Code 509 Mean 3.1242 2.5017 2.9921 
 
N 23 27 28 
 
Std. Deviation 1.03043 0.83028 0.77920 
 
Minimum 1.57 1.27 1.00 
LEA 600 
 
Maximum 5.14 4.64 4.33 
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Job Satisfaction Survey Response Means for Charlotte-Mecklenburg continued 
 
LEA - School District School Code   time facilandresou schldrshp 
Sch Code 514 Mean 2.4026 2.7000 2.4556 
 
N 22 20 20 
 
Std. Deviation 0.75030 0.75607 0.89755 
 
Minimum 1.00 1.55 1.22 
  
Maximum 4.00 4.45 4.56 
Sch Code 537 Mean 3.5776 3.7049 4.4618 
 
N 69 69 77 
 
Std. Deviation 1.08061 1.14806 0.94643 
 
Minimum 1.00 1.27 1.78 
  
Maximum 5.71 5.91 6.00 
Total Mean 3.3700 3.4923 4.0452 
 
N 310 306 332 
 
Std. Deviation 1.11273 1.15011 1.20979 
 
Minimum 1.00 1.00 1.00 
 
  
Maximum 6.00 6.00 6.00 
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Job Satisfaction Survey Response Means for Wake County 
 
LEA - School District School Code   time facilandresou schldrshp 
Sch Code 356 Mean 3.2831 4.2308 4.3455 
 
N 55 52 55 
 
Std. Deviation 0.80742 0.92840 0.88287 
 
Minimum 1.57 2.64 2.22 
  
Maximum 5.00 5.82 6.00 
Sch Code 388 Mean 3.7381 4.2000 4.0741 
 
N 30 25 30 
 
Std. Deviation 1.02611 0.94475 1.28034 
 
Minimum 1.86 2.36 1.33 
  
Maximum 6.00 6.00 6.00 
Sch Code 391 Mean 3.8821 4.3120 3.9259 
 
N 40 37 39 
 
Std. Deviation 1.15329 1.15063 1.32167 
 
Minimum 1.57 1.73 1.22 
  
Maximum 6.00 6.00 6.00 
Sch Code 394 Mean 3.8214 4.5718 4.3464 
 
N 32 31 34 
 
Std. Deviation 1.04538 0.81656 1.50439 
 
Minimum 1.86 2.36 1.00 
  
Maximum 5.71 5.82 6.00 
Sch Code 399 Mean 4.4286 4.6414 4.9114 
 
N 62 72 69 
 
Std. Deviation 1.01643 0.85374 0.86100 
 
Minimum 1.00 2.64 1.67 
  
Maximum 6.00 6.00 6.00 
Sch Code 400 Mean 3.0041 3.8026 3.6977 
 
N 35 35 43 
 
Std. Deviation 0.96982 0.95359 0.98499 
 
Minimum 1.14 1.55 1.78 
  
Maximum 5.86 5.64 5.78 
Sch Code 404 Mean 3.3344 3.7157 3.8333 
 
N 44 47 44 
 
Std. Deviation 0.92220 0.89828 0.85009 
 
Minimum 1.43 1.91 2.00 
LEA 920 
  
Maximum 5.57 5.45 5.22 
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Job Satisfaction Survey Response Means for Wake County continued 
 
LEA - School District School Code   time facilandresou schldrshp 
Sch Code 408 Mean 3.1224 4.0691 3.5185 
 
N 28 25 27 
 
Std. Deviation 0.92722 0.77995 1.10124 
 
Minimum 1.29 2.27 1.00 
  
Maximum 5.14 5.45 5.22 
Sch Code 424 Mean 3.0670 3.5540 3.3937 
 
N 32 32 35 
 
Std. Deviation 0.93782 0.82106 1.02629 
 
Minimum 1.14 1.91 1.56 
  
Maximum 5.14 5.00 5.89 
Sch Code 471 Mean 3.0000 4.0710 4.0988 
 
N 41 41 45 
 
Std. Deviation 1.02966 0.92005 1.11344 
 
Minimum 1.57 2.45 2.00 
  
Maximum 6.00 6.00 6.00 
Sch Code 472 Mean 3.4784 3.9197 4.5106 
 
N 43 43 47 
 
Std. Deviation 1.06808 1.07092 1.00259 
 
Minimum 1.00 1.36 1.33 
  
Maximum 5.14 5.55 6.00 
Sch Code 484 Mean 3.2041 4.6494 4.8357 
 
N 21 21 23 
 
Std. Deviation 1.22522 0.82236 0.87673 
 
Minimum 1.14 2.91 2.89 
  
Maximum 5.43 5.91 6.00 
Sch Code 492 Mean 2.9329 3.7510 3.3578 
 
N 49 46 50 
 
Std. Deviation 0.93999 0.98519 0.92372 
 
Minimum 1.14 1.55 1.33 
  
Maximum 4.57 6.00 5.00 
Sch Code 512 Mean 2.8095 3.2767 3.7823 
 
N 45 46 49 
 
Std. Deviation 0.88168 0.91090 0.98470 
 
Minimum 1.00 1.18 2.00 
 
  
Maximum 5.14 5.45 5.78 
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Job Satisfaction Survey Response Means for Wake County continued 
 
LEA - School District School Code   time facilandresou schldrshp 
Sch Code 594 Mean 2.5484 4.0383 3.3538 
 
N 31 38 38 
 
Std. Deviation 1.20774 1.11072 1.31744 
 
Minimum 1.14 2.00 1.44 
  
Maximum 5.71 6.00 6.00 
Sch Code 604 Mean 3.8359 4.1721 3.7625 
 
N 47 47 51 
 
Std. Deviation 1.03359 0.92014 0.96584 
 
Minimum 1.57 2.36 1.56 
  
Maximum 5.57 5.55 5.89 
Sch Code 607 Mean 2.8095 4.0473 3.8968 
 
N 27 25 28 
 
Std. Deviation 1.00157 1.17396 1.11724 
 
Minimum 1.86 1.73 1.89 
  
Maximum 6.00 5.82 6.00 
Sch Code 608 Mean 3.0260 4.1846 4.3399 
 
N 33 33 34 
 
Std. Deviation 1.06153 0.92918 1.09344 
 
Minimum 1.29 1.09 1.44 
  
Maximum 5.57 5.55 6.00 
Sch Code 636 Mean 2.9143 3.7508 4.0519 
 
N 30 27 30 
 
Std. Deviation 1.09545 0.99125 1.15644 
 
Minimum 1.43 1.45 1.56 
  
Maximum 5.43 5.82 5.89 
Total Mean 3.3306 4.0527 4.0219 
 
N 725 723 771 
 
Std. Deviation 1.11464 1.00764 1.14876 
 
Minimum 1.00 1.09 1.00 
 
  
Maximum 6.00 6.00 6.00 
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Appendix VI: 
Summary Statistics of Teacher Variables by School and School District 
 
Teacher Predictor Variables by School District and School 
 
LEA # School # 
# of 
Teachers 
% Fully 
Licensed 
% Adv. 
Degrees 
Years of 
Experience 
260 358 42 76.0 19.0 3.11 
260 365 62 87.0 29.0 4.24 
260 368 46 76.0 33.0 3.46 
260 369 66 70.0 24.0 2.60 
260 371 29 48.0 14.0 3.11 
260 372 49 74.0 25.0 3.79 
260 383 74 88.0 26.0 4.27 
260 406 52 77.0 27.0 3.76 
260 413 20 60.0 20.0 3.00 
260 425 47 70.0 17.0 3.17 
260 428 40 58.0 20.0 3.12 
260 454 46 48.0 15.0 2.49 
410 325 55 78.0 36.0 4.57 
410 367 64 72.0 28.0 3.72 
410 391 43 74.0 23.0 3.63 
410 415 61 82.0 30.0 3.65 
410 493 71 82.0 28.0 4.10 
410 565 69 80.0 28.0 4.15 
600 333 56 80.0 34.0 3.29 
600 341 48 48.0 23.0 3.12 
600 351 73 63.0 19.0 2.82 
600 353 81 78.0 24.0 2.81 
600 394 64 75.0 33.0 3.76 
600 399 44 86.0 34.0 3.85 
600 509 75 75.0 21.0 3.53 
600 514 78 50.0 15.0 2.23 
600 537 101 76.0 28.0 3.54 
920 356 73 88.0 19.0 3.75 
920 388 61 85.0 33.0 4.81 
920 391 73 93.0 26.0 3.05 
920 394 63 76.0 16.0 2.70 
920 399 97 88.0 28.0 3.97 
920 400 66 83.0 35.0 4.51 
920 404 54 82.0 24.0 3.49 
920 408 70 93.0 16.0 3.21 
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Teacher Predictor Variables by School District and School continued 
 
LEA # School # 
# of 
Teachers 
% Fully 
Licensed 
% Adv. 
Degrees 
Years of 
Experience 
920 424 76 72.0 17.0 3.20 
920 471 61 82.0 31.0 4.91 
920 472 66 74.0 23.0 3.29 
920 484 58 90.0 36.0 3.70 
920 492 80 84.0 29.0 4.25 
920 512 60 87.0 18.0 3.57 
920 592 67 93.0 33.0 3.81 
920 594 51 78.0 18.0 3.49 
920 604 63 87.0 29.0 4.06 
920 608 62 81.0 15.0 4.00 
920 636 69 84.0 29.0 4.38 
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Appendix VII: 
Summary Statistics of School Variables by School and School District 
 
School Predictor Variables by School and School District 
 
LEA # School # 
Overall 
Reading 
Overall 
Math 
School 
Size 
Teacher 
Absences 
% 
Turnover 
260 336 80.2 81.1         732  373.0 33.0 
260 358 64.2 66.1         709  370.5 39.0 
260 365 85.2 90.8         964  561.0 16.0 
260 368 87.7 86.1         678  373.0 20.0 
260 369 86.3 87.8      1,068  534.5 32.0 
260 371 64.0 80.5         412  234.5 45.0 
260 372 78.2 71.9         859  461.5 37.0 
260 383 79.7 86.0      1,186  790.5 24.0 
260 406 80.7 81.6         906  493.0 31.0 
260 413 39.7 40.0           51  155.0 44.0 
260 425 73.6 72.9         850  443.0 49.0 
260 428 65.6 69.6         578  305.0 35.0 
260 449 15.8 19.0         166  247.0 52.0 
260 454 68.1 70.3         873  367.0 48.0 
410 325 71.5 74.2         677  454.0 31.0 
410 367 60.3 70.9         729  513.5 27.0 
410 391 61.7 73.5         483  335.5 27.0 
410 415 58.6 63.6         739  513.1 23.0 
410 493 91.8 94.6      1,086  805.7 21.0 
410 565 89.1 90.7      1,016  553.3 29.0 
600 333 80.2 84.9         883  410.0 23.0 
600 341 52.1 60.5         656  470.5 43.0 
600 351 62.1 73.7      1,069  753.0 22.0 
600 353 93.2 >95.0      1,338  718.0 32.0 
600 394 73.5 80.3      1,142  723.5 36.0 
600 399 80.8 88.0         663  294.5 37.0 
600 509 73.9 80.4      1,234  455.0 29.0 
600 514 62.8 68.1      1,163  636.0 42.0 
600 537 93.7 >95.0      1,608  341.0 26.0 
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School Predictor Variables by School and School District continued 
 
LEA # School # 
Overall 
Reading 
Overall 
Math 
School 
Size 
Teacher 
Absences 
% 
Turnover 
920 356 79.9 84.2      1,076  944.0 18.0 
920 388 86.7 86.3         889  610.0 18.0 
920 391 94.9 >95.0      1,197  636.0 32.0 
920 394 89.8 92.1      1,008  646.5 21.0 
920 399 94.1 >95      1,540  966.0 13.0 
920 400 84.0 90.1         997  578.0 26.0 
920 404 76.3 82.0         773  480.0 13.0 
920 408 82.5 85.6      1,027  634.0 24.0 
920 424 81.9 84.5      1,220  666.5 29.0 
920 471 89.9 92.3      1,000  531.0 19.0 
920 472 92.8 94.3         929  602.5 28.0 
920 484 >95 >95         915  495.5 22.0 
920 492 86.9 88.7      1,211  590.5 20.0 
920 512 74.7 83.9         815  598.5 23.0 
920 592 82.5 85.8         996  643.5 22.0 
920 594 89.7 92.3         806  513.0 10.0 
920 604 91.8 93.8      1,019  599.5 20.0 
920 608 90.2 91.6      1,029  426.8 28.0 
920 636 82.1 85.8         982  756.0 21.0 
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Appendix VIII: 
Summary Statistics of Student Variables by School and School District 
 
Student Predictor Variables by School and School District 
 
LEA # School # % Economically Disadv. % Minority 
260 336 63.3 42.0 
260 358 48.2 15.0 
260 365 65.2 40.0 
260 368 74.5 59.0 
260 369 68.9 40.0 
260 371 55.6 52.0 
260 372 56.8 41.0 
260 383 63.1 29.0 
260 406 61.6 35.0 
260 413 22.3 17.0 
260 425 53.8 41.0 
260 428 52.5 44.0 
260 449 n/a <5 
260 454 50.6 30.0 
410 325 47.6 34.0 
410 367 44.6 19.0 
410 391 52.4 49.0 
410 415 47.6 35.0 
410 493 74.0 29.0 
410 565 <5 39.0 
600 333 39.4 22.0 
600 341 41.1 22.0 
600 351 42.5 21.0 
600 353 57.0 25.0 
600 394 46.0 20.0 
600 399 47.5 20.0 
600 509 46.7 21.0 
600 514 43.3 22.0 
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Student Predictor Variables by School and School District continued 
 
LEA # School # % Economically Disadv. % Minority 
600 537 58.1 15.0 
920 356 50.7 27.0 
920 388 45.5 30.0 
920 391 61.8 27.0 
920 394 58.9 33.0 
920 399 73.3 22.0 
920 400 60.0 28.0 
920 404 55.6 27.0 
920 408 63.0 29.0 
920 424 50.0 23.0 
920 471 52.0 32.0 
920 472 58.7 36.0 
920 484 77.6 38.0 
920 492 51.4 26.0 
920 512 63.0 33.0 
920 592 58.1 30.0 
920 594 58.2 39.0 
920 604 61.1 33.0 
920 608 57.2 28.0 
920 636 66.2 33.0 
 
 
 
 
 120  
Appendix IX: 
Inter-Item Correlation Matrix of Independent and Dependent Variables 
 
 
Inter-Item Correlation Matrix of Independent and Dependent Variables 
 
 
New 
Jobsat 
Score 
Sick 
Leave 
Days 
Yrs 
Educ. 
Exp 
% Fully 
Licensed 
% Adv. 
Degree 
%Econ. 
Disadv 
% 
Minority 
Overall 
Reading 
New Jobsat 
Score 1.000 0.021 -0.002 0.186 0.204 0.254 0.131 0.238 
Sick Leave 
Days 0.021 1.000 0.168 0.443 0.094 0.200 -0.275 0.375 
Yrs Educ. Exp 
-0.002 0.168 1.000 0.550 0.640 0.071 -0.046 0.326 
% Fully 
Licensed 0.186 0.443 0.550 1.000 0.471 0.362 -0.047 0.667 
% Adv. 
Degree 0.204 0.094 0.640 0.471 1.000 0.145 0.062 0.366 
%Econ. 
Disadv 0.254 0.200 0.071 0.362 0.145 1.000 0.319 0.497 
% Minority 0.131 -0.275 -0.046 -0.047 0.062 0.319 1.000 0.195 
Overall 
Reading 0.238 0.375 0.326 0.667 0.366 0.497 0.195 1.000 
Overall Math 
0.220 0.474 0.317 0.621 0.318 0.502 0.163 0.954 
% Turnover 
-0.146 -0.508 -0.448 -0.722 -0.456 -0.319 0.019 -0.568 
School Size -0.025 0.595 0.243 0.430 0.046 0.127 -0.276 0.516 
Time 0.801 -0.095 -0.134 0.004 0.090 0.123 -0.030 0.042 
Facilities 
Resources 0.793 0.257 0.074 0.407 0.187 0.263 0.176 0.491 
School 
Leadership 0.946 -0.018 -0.034 0.106 0.202 0.192 0.094 0.182 
Empowerment 
0.929 -0.031 0.124 0.181 0.282 0.248 0.108 0.242 
Prof. Dev. 0.942 -0.037 -0.019 0.097 0.206 0.199 0.122 0.170 
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Inter-Item Correlation Matrix of Independent and Dependent Variables continued 
 
 
Overall 
Math 
% 
Turnover 
School 
Size Time 
Facilities 
Resources 
School 
Leadership 
Empower-
ment 
Prof. 
Dev. 
New Jobsat 
Score 0.220 -0.146 -0.025 0.801 0.793 0.946 0.929 0.942 
Sick Leave 
Days 0.474 -0.508 0.595 -0.095 0.257 -0.018 -0.031 -0.037 
Yrs Educ. Exp 
0.317 -0.448 0.243 -0.134 0.074 -0.034 0.124 -0.019 
% Fully 
Licensed 0.621 -0.722 0.430 0.004 0.407 0.106 0.181 0.097 
% Adv. 
Degree 0.318 -0.456 0.046 0.090 0.187 0.202 0.282 0.206 
%Econ. 
Disadv 0.502 -0.319 0.127 0.123 0.263 0.192 0.248 0.199 
% Minority 0.163 0.019 -0.276 -0.030 0.176 0.094 0.108 0.122 
Overall 
Reading 0.954 -0.568 0.516 0.042 0.491 0.182 0.242 0.170 
Overall Math 
1.000 -0.610 0.520 0.038 0.495 0.160 0.215 0.147 
% Turnover 
-0.610 1.000 -0.263 0.016 -0.333 -0.107 -0.159 -0.070 
School Size 0.520 -0.263 1.000 -0.002 0.160 -0.030 -0.033 -0.078 
Time 0.038 0.016 -0.002 1.000 0.523 0.719 0.708 0.754 
Facilities 
Resources 0.495 -0.333 0.160 0.523 1.000 0.699 0.668 0.720 
School 
Leadership 0.160 -0.107 -0.030 0.719 0.699 1.000 0.930 0.907 
Empowerment 
0.215 -0.159 -0.033 0.708 0.668 0.930 1.000 0.912 
Prof. Dev. 0.147 -0.070 -0.078 0.754 0.720 0.907 0.912 1.000 
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